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. The rea.M^cb^repo^^tf^ stud^ had as its origin the; efforts 

.of.owhers of cppyrights?Trpr^cipai^^^ thfe .lnstitutionat 

/'ysers of : copyri^ted naterialr-^^ libraries-^to con^ to Wh . ' ^ 

.imderatian^ questions- how'inuch and what kinds of. iibtafy, " 

photcfcppying^sh^^^ to the copy- V* ^ 

right townersv These-.ef f or.t -go back at least to vthe^meettog iiX' the ^ \ ' 
/early: seyentiea^a^ DuBbarton ..Oaks and tl^^^^ Club. Each: of these 

"^resiiited^ Improvements in mutual .understwidl^^^ Wt, with6ut,.a^ m^^ 
f or cef f ectiye follow-u^j, no real ^accomplislment^^^ 

• . By/ 1974 ,s when it seemed apparent that Congress .wuld soon; complete 
its task 6^ reyisitog the Copyright Statute i, represent of seyeraL 
conceraed. cp^^^ approached either .the Regi^ o.f Copyrights 
or the/ the National Emission 6 Inlpraatipn:* ) 
SciencerXN^ withfirique^s for ^iMdership^and: -'^^^ 

>c6ntinul^g^a^^ to seek an ac cownpdit^^ ♦ rResppndin - to ^these re^ 

"que^tsV^he^ i^^ Hs v tfarba^ Ringer ^anS^ Chainnan 

"^of the^^^^ pi:; Frederick Burkhaiidti prgahi2ed^ thej 

:pn Re^olutlo^ Copyright Issues :(C0RCI) i' ^ijch; in^^^ 

• of: Iti^wstj ever^^ In^terestedi^gr^^ (more: than AOy/j^^ 

wasj establisfiei rec^iiyenlng as often .as ^M • 

to lirilig :the su^ :tp' avconclusid lliiSj;Conferen^^ .which 

^ ^wis; alsp'ttec^ Gf6upJ'\ est^ 

.work^g group to develpp /deHnitions j proposed mechanisms i.\proce<fures , 
Vetc.^ ry quickly* \the\Wo.rking. Group fp^d itselj^i stymied by a funda- 
mental Ji^agireOTent, oh; t:h^ actual volume ":6f liWir^^ 
: the United Stated. A^humber of studies of varipiis npieces pf the ^ 
^\p^6biem had: b^ but the coverage was. fragihehtary and the 

c^nciusions ,were n^ universally accepted, * ^ . . V 

, At its meeting, in 

urgihgs from th^. NCLIS agreed^ ti5wi:t''a natiorialnstu^^^^ of phbtpcppying 
' in' al). types of V l^'^V 
TVStated they wer.e prepared^ to participate in the deyelbplnent of a 

R^uest for Prppp^^^ . 

Aside from, its cpncerh with promoting, an accpmnbdation between 

- iibraVies and publishers, the^ Counniss.lon*s NatipM 
descried, in \lti, program .(13) i htfs as one pf^its ^^k^ ' 

the sharing pf resources among, librai^es a^ centers « 

;|^ii^ce it can be'^presume^^ portion 6^, thi^ sharing ^ 

bcf/accbmplishecl .by making copies ,^ ra^^ than* ;tr£u:isf erring, or 

. dociiments, the* NCLIS is vitaXly concerned ^that^t^re be ^9 substantial 
imped^im^ts to the free flow of information among institutions and . 



thpir:'jM MaiS'.agrtt^^^^^ $^5»pOO avaliaUc to help 

.t^e ifti^^^ AddltlQi^^ f unding mi. sought >nd pbtaixied f rpn the 
piVi#il(m7of Seltnee^ X^^ the National Sc^let)ce ;7oTO 

%^^quei;£ forr^lPropQaal A fourtef^^-^oen^er^ 

jjieiM}»ii lon^^oinittW at V«»t the propoaal •ubmltted by th6 

:;0|6ter :£pr: toe. (now king ^ * 

KeaMf eh»J iifd they^^^^ awarded the c6ntract . Almost ismt^ 

' diVt^eiy \th^^ the Mtibon^^^C^^ oc New^ Teciuiolbgical 

.ties Vf ^C6^ TOggeited tKat t^i.e^ttatlM^ atudy 

^jbe ^svppieMhiEed :i>y a . detailed a tiidy of a <>pneryaar eample of jthe 
trahMctiOTe ^^^^ VtatewtJe lnterli>rary loan, 

fjetin^of Ninnesot;*) andi provided additional i'ftmds for that , purpose. 

Since; the ftudy^w its initiation 

iioul^ •eea .tOQhavc been overtaken, hy events. Ihe Ccpyri^^^ HevislpTJ 
Acr of: 944.53) has ibeenr enacted into la^^ guidelines for 

classroos a^d: rtoterlibre photocopying ;hiye teen -published ^ ^ 

In the CbnferM^ liepprt: (2) ^onvtheobn the Association of 

AiMrican^^^^ has spurheaded th^ eiti^ishiM^n^^^^^ the^ 

/ Cbpyright^ .Cleat«c% Cent^ InbV (CCCi); td pro>^^ cham^" 
ihfe piy^ fees* i|rti«e requ^^^^ ?^h^se :iftv€ats, 

.&pvever » negi^te th^> wltfe of this itiidy 1 If eny thing, they have 

' enhanced ±t\ tte topj^igh^^^ Act mandate* a review of the 

. .copying : provisions at/fi^^ in^ryals,is«nd }this study, com- 
pleted before thi^^ date of the Act (t'JanijiiT 1978.y^ 
bcf n ^iiiv^diui^^^^ benctuurk aga changes in, patterns 
can be.aeas^ire^^^^ ^ The/dat:a iin sufficient detail to 

.permit av variety of additional analyses to be perforxDed; P^^**?*^ 
^•o-that lthe future, usefulness of fche study is not limited to t^e, 
presentations, in tW*.^*^^^^^ ' y . 

The, data base from which' these dat« were: extrac .ed will continue 
to be maintained. Additional tabulations: can be imdertaken on a cost 
Hcbverable basis. > Requests for\such work should be directed to ^ 
NCX^IS/' 1717 K Sutte 601, Washington^ b;.Ci\ 20036. - 



' Alphbnse: F. iTrezza 
Executive 2)irector 
National. Commission '6^ Libi 
and Zn^ormatidn Science 



rnis provision^ was based on a racdmmendation *in a Kesoliition ::4opted 
'by the NCLIS on Npvember 20,* 1975, which read in partt > 

^ ^ . fhat Congress, in order to ensurfe -timely review of the 
afoxc^ntiohed- results, ^incorporate' in any copyright 
' legislation exacted in 1976 a provision ma|)datjteg a 
r^iew and reconsideration to reflect technological 
deyelopmehts hot Xater than 1980, vith^s.ubsequent 
reviews for the sai&e purpose at intervals no greater 
than five ye:krs. , < 

' . • iv ' 
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On October- 19^ 1976, the President signed a new Copyright Law that 

•goes- Into effect on Janqary 1, 1978. This iaw was passed after considerable 

debate and lengthy legal procesMs. \ Yet there are many issifea that appear to 

rejnain unresolved regarding published works. These issues deal^.prinarily with 

definiti9n of eligibility of photocopying for^ royalty payment.^ Some iteortant 

questions of eligibility persist even tbgugh the Commissibn on New Teclmological 

.Uses .of Copyrighted Works ma^e som^e important stri<^es in interpreting the Law 

^ regarding interlibrary^ loans. Other iiiQ>ortant queistions involve how the new 

Coj>y right •Law can best be implemented. The. Association of American Publishers, 

Inc. , (AAF) has initiated a plan to implement a Copyright Clearance Center which • 

►wiilj/ serve libraries and publishers ip recording eligible photocopying and 

processing Royalty payirsnts. Also, there are many alternative options for 

handling royalty payments which libraries and publishers are considering. 

Many libraries and publishers are uncertain as to what impact the new Law will ^ 

have on thek and their commui^ities. Until, these uncertainties^ are ^jesolved, 

many, are not sure of what course -of action*they should, take. 

In April 1976, the National Commission on Libraries and Information 

Science (NCLIS) awarded a contract to King Research, Inc . .to, provide estimates?' 

bf tlie extent of photocopying, and to study alternative royalty payment mecha- ' 

hi-*ims. Thi's. contract is jointly funded by NCLIS, the National Science Founda- ' 

tion and the Cpmmiusion on New Technological /^ses of Copyrighted Works • The 

study, is based on comprehensive photocopy data collected irom a national 

pro-bability sample of libraries in the United States. These data provide es- 

^ / . * / , © ^ " " 

. timates of the total volume of photocopiying as well as the amount o'f photo- 

• * « ' _ / . ' » ' 

copying-Ainder a variety of conditions of eligibility for royalty pa3n!ient. In ^ 
addition, an analysis of interlibrary loan ^requests provided by MINITEX \ 
(Minnesota Interlibrary Telecommunication ExcKange) was invaluable for per- ^ 
fomning mathematical m4^delling necessary to make accurate estimates of the ^ 
effects of se^sona^ variations and amount of pho,tocopying for individual serial ^ 
vtitles. . / * , - " ' 

■ ■ ' ■ • ' • ... ' \ 

We have made no atten5>t to interpret the Law .in terms of whf>t photocopying 
will and will not be eligible for royalty payment. It is hoped that these data will 




siied soj^^^ht on potential Impact of the new Law and the Implications of 
yfixious intexT)retatioS^of eliglb^.lity for royalty payments. It is clear from 
the study results that alternative interpretatioils^f eligibility can have a^\ 
enorinaus Impact* on the vo3^e' of .photocopying' that might' be eligible fon royal\j:y 
payments*. These data can possibly provide a basis for future cpmpromises ' ' 
\that will 7ieid a fair result for all parties iav^olved. f 

Finally, we" hope that results of thi:^ study will be "useful to individual^ 
' libraries^^and publishers 'in planning their course^ of action in abiding by the 



new- 



'^Eaw/. 



There were many people who contributed jto this, study. ' The' project 
monitors were Mr. Douglas S. Price from 'NCLIS, Ms> Helene Ebenfl'eld f rom ilSF 
and* Mr. Robert W. Frase from CONTU; These persons all took a great deal of *^ 
personal interest in the project and contributed jsubstantially to its 'directidn. 
The project Advisory Sroup was exceptionally helpful in clarifying many of the 

' " ' ' z' ' • , ' 

Important issues involving the Law and the libra,-y^nd publishing^ 'environment 
A list of these peirsbns is given on the Inside back* cover. / 
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GLOSSARY 

Terms defined below hre used" f jrequently throughout the text: 

^ / " ^ 

Academic Libraries ' 

Callcge and uiu.versity libraries. Includes Junior and two-year colleges. 

Main ;jind. depart jaental libraries on one caifipus were generally courted as one 
^^it for sainplijig purposes. <• 

Book . - . 

Includes monographs and any other -sterns that are treated as books. This 
category also includes serial publications which appear annually or less 
frequently, e.g., annual reviews and other similar publications. 

/ , ^' ' ' ' 

By or For Libfary Staff ' ^ 

A category of photocopying which excludes photocopying by library patrons 
on unsupeirvised or coin-operated machines. 

Domestic ^ » 

' Refers to soui/ce items published in the United States. 

Eligible Photocopy Ifems 

Photocopy items which require a royalty payment to be mad^ to 'the copyright 
holder,^ " t * . 

Excess Photocopy Items ' ^ \ '/ ■ 

'Photocopy items which are eligible for royalty payments by virtue of their, 
being in excess of photocopying limits set by fair .tise ,and gujLdelines. . 

Exposure ' , . 

.Refers to the number of sheets of paper produced by paper- to-paper photo- 
copying 'ujachines when materials a,re being duplipated/photocopied^ 

/ \ • ^! \ ' 

Federal Libraries ' ' • * 

Libraries of Federal agencies. Does not include libraries^ in universities 
or private xesearc^. firms funded, by Federal contract. * • 

Hlgh^Voltime * 
,(a>, A library r*esponsible ^or a compajratlvely larg^e numbei: of photocopy 
items* eligible for royalty payment. A minority of libraries in the 
United. States are high-vol\ime libraries. ^ 

(b) A serial title responsible for a compatativeiy large nuniber of photo- 
copy items eligible for royalty payment. A minority of serial titles v 
published in the United States are high-volume s^erials. 

Interiibrary Loan (ILL) - s . 

Transfer of original or photocopied library materials between libraries 
aiid library"' systems. Excludes intrasystem lo&n (ISI^, the borrowing or 
lending of library materials carried on between br^ches or departments 
iwlthln the same library' system. . . ' 



Intrasystem Loan (ISL) 
' Borrowing Tor lending of library materials carried on between branches or 
departments within the same library system (as determined by common funding) 

library Materials ' " ^ ^ ^ 

Books', serials, and other matevi^ls controlled by the lif^ary or in its 
coliiBctton. Sheet music is excluded from this category. Also excluded 
are memos, forms,* cataloging cards, and other voff ice-type photocopying. 



i 



].oW-V61ume 

(a) ' A library responsible for a con^aratively small number of 

photocopy items eligible for royalty payment. The majority of 
. libraries in- the Uni*ted States are low-volume libraries 

(b) A serial title responsible, for a compara^^ely smai^L number of photo- 
copy-items eligible for royalty payment. The majority of serial 
tltie3 published in* the -United Statues are low-volume serials. 

Multiple Photocopy Items from Multiple, Transactions" , ' I 

Unit of measurement used to describe the making of fiiore than one photocopy 
item from the samfi\.sourc^ item over the course of more thSn one transaction. 

Multiple Photocopy Items from a Single^ Transaction 

Unit, of measurement used to describe the making of more than one photocopy 
iten\ frpm a single* source item during the course of a single transaction. 

-Non-ILL (Non-interribrafy loan) ^ , . - ' 

Refers to local user and intrasystem loan requests* 

Other (a category of photocopying) . ^ ' 

Any type of library controlled materliil other /than books^ serials, or 
sheet music. This category includes technical reports, photographs, etc. 

Patron 

Individual not employed by a library who requests or obtains photoJ:ppying' 
services. • -^i 

Photocopy Item • 
A unit of measurement describing the output of a photocopying transaction. 
A photocopy .item may be a duplicate of one or^.more pages from a book, 
serial,' or other. type of source item. , The length of a photocopy item is 
measured in photocopy pages. 

• * 

Photocopy Pages t \^ * 

A unit of measurement describing the length of the photocopy item or items 
photocopied from a source item. ^ 

« 

Photocopying 

The act of duplicating a source item through the use of a machine to 
produce -one- or more photocopy items. 

• • • 

\ ^ vlll 
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Public Libraries 

Libraries open to the citizens of^a political unit offering services designed^ 
for thit political unit, Publit^ library systems (central library plus branches) 



were counted as one uhit for ysampling purposes* ' 

/ 

Purpose of Request 

The reason for which a request for library material is made. 



Requester • * ^• 

An individual or library responsible for initiating a transaction- wjiich may 
result in the photocopying of library^ material. ^ V 

Requesting Library - * * 

Used ^n the context of interlibrary loan or intrasystem loan to identify 
a library responsible for initiating a transaction which may result in 
the photocopying of library material. ^ . 

Royalty • ^ "... 

A payment to a copyright holder in compensation for photocop^fing in excess 
of fair or apg^licable guidelines. 

School Libraries ^ *• 

Libraries affiliated with schools other than colleges and universities. 

p 

Seria l j " ; • 

A publication issued' in successive parts bearing numerical or chronological 
designations, which is' intended to be continuad indefinitely and which may 
be identified by an IS^ (International Standard Sjerial Number). .Serials 
include periodicals, newspapers, and tKe journals, memoirs, proceedings, 
transactions, etc. of societies. Serials are -subject to subscription 
prices paid in advance, (This eliminates publications that appear annually 
or less frequently.) . . ^ " • 

Source Item ^ * * 

Ail item which is photocopied. . A source item may' be ona or more pages from 
a book, serial, or any other item which can be photocopied. 

« » 
.Soar'ce Item Pages • \ - ' 

A unit of measurement describing the length of the source item which is 
photocopied. 

Source of Request ^, ' 

The individual or institution ^?hich originates a* request. . 

^ »■ • 

Special Libraries , - , " 

'Special -libraries, for the purpose of this study, are any whicfi can not bo 
classified 'as Anademic, Federal, Public or School libraries. They can be^ 
privately endowed, funded by a Federal contract^ associated vrith private 
industry, local government agencies or other interest groups, or supported 
in any number of ways. Special libraries are often comfiiercial, industrial-, 
technical, civic or legislative libraries (or information centers) vjhich 

,^ are co^isidered - to be specialized collections. . • " • " 
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^ Transactioiv V * • * * . /• . * 

Ah operation' cxt? series of operations in which photocopying is initiated * 
•^and carried" out. * ^ . * 

User y ; / , *c*x , 

Indiyiduai who requests of obtains photocopying services in a library* ^ 
A user may be a library patron or a staff member or department of the 
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SUMMARY OF LIBRARY PHOTOCOPYING 
" IN THE UNITED STATES . 

■ . * . • 

This report presents the results of a study uf the amount of photocopying 
of 'library materials by library staff in United States libraries* A national sur-' 
vey was conducted from a sample of Public, Academic, Special and Federal libraries 
to detcrniSr the annual volume of photocopying undertaken for interlibrary lodns, 

' local users, ^d intrasystem loans ♦ Since interpretations of, the Law concerning^ 
eligibility for royalty payment appear to vary, data are also given for the amount 
•of photpcppying that occurs under various hypothetical conditions of eligibility 
as they might be interpreted in the new Copyright Law and in giiidelliies set forth 
by the National Commission^ on New TTechnological Uses of Copyrighted Works (CONTU) - 
for photocopying for interlibrary loaus. The report documents the effects of these 
' hypothetical conditions from the persnective of both libraries and publishers. In 
addition, the report describes alternative royalty payment mechanisms and discusses 
some advantages and disadvantages of each from the standpoints of- small 'and large 
libraries and 'small and large. publishers ♦ This summary presents estimates^of total 

^ vdlume of photocopying, analyzes implications of the new Law from th6 perspectives 
of^iibraries and publishers, and describes alternative payment mechanisms* 



Sampling and Data Collection 

' ^ The sample of 'libraries for collection /of data on the volume and charac- 

teristics of photocjiipie^ o^ library materials made on library staff-controlled 
equipment was a stratified random selection 'representing the five categories of 
• libraries: Academic, Public, Federal, Special .Associated with profit-seeking 
organizations, and Special, librities associated with not-for-profit organizations 
The target mipimum number of ^^^i^ticipating -libraries by type were: 100 Academic, 
' 100 Public, 62 Federal, 108^ Special* (74 Profit associated, 34 Non-Prof it asso- 
ciated). These target numbers were based in part on the estimated voltunes of 
Interlibrary lending for 1972, the most recent year for which conq)rehensive /lata 
could 'b^^ assembled ^at the time. 
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Some Uarge libraries were included in the sample with certainty, to 
represent thcaselved. The remaining libraries of each type were stratified by 
significant variables to facilitate seiection^f a representative sample from 
which to estimate totals for the non-certainty libraries. Academic libraries 
were stratified by size (measured by volumes in collection) and' type of institu- 
tion (University, four year, two year) • Public libraries were stratified by 
populationi^served and by region. ' Federal libraries were stratified by agency 
and by volxxme of interlibrary loans. Special libraries were stratified' by size. 
Participatioi^ was "invited* from a sample larger than the minimum target number,, 
so that ineligible libraries, refusals, 'and nonresponse woxild not disrupt the 
very tight time' table* . * ' 

Jin orders to avoid excersive burden on, any library,' short sample periods 
were specified fo^'.collecting each majorr. category of infprmation. Each library, 
wai; asked to record uxd report informatlpn on photocopying volumes for a sample 
period, to describe characteristics of library material? photocopied for selected 
days,* and to report on requests 'inade during a specified period fox interlibrary 
loans, and 'on the disposition of those requests. These ,sami)le periods* ranged 
from one day to three weeks, and were specified in light of volume reported on 
a preliminaxry screeher f orm« i . ' . ; ^ . ( - * 

Subsequently,' participating libraries ;vere also asked to respond to a 
questionnaire which addressed questions of costs of photocopying operations, 
preferences among possible royalty payment mechanisms, judj^ents concerning rela- 
tive costs of hypothetjL^al recordkeet)ing procedures, and 'a few volume Sterns. 
Thus, the data collection from libraries involved an initial screener inquiry 
and four sepcTate, but closely related, requests for information. 

^ .In addition, the "time limitation on the project did not perpiit data 

collection to be spread throughout' the year. Therefore, it was important to find 
adjustment f actor se: to correct for the difference between periods (days of the. 
.week and months of the year) when data were collected and the average activity 
oVer the year. ^ Such adjustment weights were derived in the course , of an anaiy- 
Bls'of interlibrary loan 'data for the MINITEx\ystem for the year 1976. The\ 
MINITEy data were also used to verify a mathematical 'model used to project esti- 
mates of the distribution of photocopying, to the entire year. 



A^total^of 37,032' individual photocopy transactions were reported by 
.the sampled libraries and analyzed. These repbrts of photocopying included in- . 
formstiotf about each individuaL photocopy transaction such as type of material ^ 
(serials, books, other materials)r whether copyrighted^, type^ of- transaction ^ ^ 
(interlibrary loan, local' user, intrasystem loan) as well as other relevant in- ^ 



formation* , ' 

* ^ 



' T^tfal Volume of Photocopying 

in 1976, one full year prior to 'implementation of the'new Copyright Law, 
a substantial amount of photocopying took place in libraries *ii^ the United States: 
It is -estimated that there were 36.8 thouj^nd paper- to-paper photocopying machines 
in tKev|21,286 libraries^ from which the^ sample was chosen. Of 35.3 thousand, ma- 
chines used regularly for photocopying of 'library materials, 15. A thousand were . 
used exclus*ively**b^ patrons for photocopying library^ and other materials and .19. 9 - 
ZhQusand were used by library staff. Thus, the average number of machines per 
library is less than ope. This study addressed only the volume of photocopying 
performed by libraiy staff of library materials. Even with this limitation, an • 
estimated 114 million photocopy itemL were^madp by libraiy staff in that year, 
tess than one-half of this volume, Jiowever, was from copyrighted materials. This 
me^ns that the per library average is about *2, 500 copyrighted items from<»54 
million pKotocopies made from copyrighted materials. • 

Public libraries accounted for the lax^gest share of photocopying of all ^ 
library materials,' with 64 million photocopy itemsx Special libraries weie next, 
with- 26 million photocopy items, followed by Academic libraries, with 17 million, 
and Federal libraries, , with 7 million. (See Figure 1.) The 8,310 Public li- 
braries in the population averaged^ 7,700 photocopy items per library. The 3,030 
Academic libraries averaged 5,590 photocopy items per library, with Special li- 
braries /8, 510) averaging 3,100 and Federal libraries (1,^00) averaging 4,900 ^ 
items. The proportion of phifocopying from copjrrighted materials varied' somewhat 
among t>he types of libraries. Public libraries had the lowest proportion of 
photocopying from copyri-ghted materials (37%) and Special iibraries^had the highest 
proportion (69%). Academic libraries did 48 percent and Federal libraries did . 
58 percent *df their photocopying from copyrighted materials. This variation among 
types of. libraries refleqts differences in the types of materials photocopied by 
different types of libraries. 
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•Figure 1. Number of Photocopy "Items by TDype of Lib'rary (1976) 



Over aii the libraries, serials accounted for '48 inillion photocopy 

items; books 14,9, million; and other materials 50i.8 million* ^ (See Figure 2.) 

Oniy/7 perc^t of the^ ojher materials, however, ,we're identified as being copy- ^ 

" ' ' 

* ' righted, whereas, 79 percent of the .photocopy items of serials arid 84 percent' 

• . • . « --^ ' ' " , • ^ ' ^ * 

i ^ of the photocopy items mad^ from books were from copyrighted mate^rials* Public 

\libfarias ^kccounted for nedrly three-fourths of ail, the photocopying of other 

materialis, which i'^s why they had a. low proportion of photocopying from copy- 



righted materials. 
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^ -Figure ^2, Number of .Photo<^opy Items by Type of Material (1976) 



Volume of Serial Phdtocopying 



^ This report pays particular attention to volume of photocopying of 

serials. Serials accounted for the largest number, of item^ photocopied fVom copy- 
righted materials, at about 38 million photocopy items. Also, libraries and pub-- 
lishers appeaxf to be more concerned about serials than about books or •.other materials. 
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Special -and- Public libraries have the largest number of photocopy items from 
cop^i^ighted serials, about 16 million and 14 million respectively. Academic and ^ 
Federal libraries made, respectively, about 5 million and .4 million photocopy 
it^QS from copyrighted serials.: The disparity ampng the types of libraries is 
largely\accoanted for by the. number of libraries within each type. VTneh one con- ^ 
siders the average^number of photocopy items per lib^.ary^ the disparity is much" 
less. Although Federal libraries averaged 2,500 photocopy items per.library, 
the other three types ranged from 1,600 to 1,800 items\per libti^ry. 

-It is especially important to. observe the categories in which serial 
photocopying breaks down according to use (interii^rary loan, locai--use by ^)a- 
trons or library staff, and intrasystem loan to a branch library) since both 
the Cbpyright Law and COjSJTU^ Guidelines may have different ^.mplications for each. 
Most pho-tocopy items of copyrighted serials (about 22*million) are mad,e for local 
users. Twelve million items of copyrighted serials are made for intrasystem 
loans and. about 4, million are made for ;lnterlibrary loan. (See Figure 3.) For t 
each of the three types, of transactions mentioned, above, the amount of photocopying 
performed under different conditiohs of eligibility is summarized below. 
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Local Intrasystem Interlibrary 

Users . Loans . Loans 

\ Type of Transaction 

Number of Photocopy Items of Serials That Are*^ 
Copyrighted by Type of Transaction (1976) 



Filled serial interlibrary loan requests for domestic serials account 
for 3,8 million photocopy items, of which 3,1 million are estii^atjfed to be copy- 
frighted. , When CONTU guideUn^ are applied to the 3.1 million, it is estimated 
*)that 2.4 million are under six years old and 2.0 million are both under six 
years old and not us^ed" for replacement or- classroom use. If the rule pf six 



copiessor more is applied,' abbut 500 thbusand photocopy Items are subject to 
royalty -paymept* (See Figure 4.) , This totki increases to 1*9 million items if 
air ph<rto?copy items from serials over five years old are also coaaidered eli- 
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^All « Itein's^, Noe Re^iice- " Greater Greater Than 5 
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Figure 4« NumSer of Photocopy Items of Domestic Serials 

Requested for Interlibfafy,Ix)ans~AIl IteM Itei|is 
Under 6 Y<>arsV Items. Not for Replacement or Class- 
room, Items With Greater Than Five Copies (1976) 



. , Considering all interlibrary loan photocopy items, it is estimated 

that 81 per6ent of all U. Si libraries will ha,ve less than 250 items per year* . 
These libraries, however, account for only .41 percent of the total interlibrary 
^loM photocopy items, for there is a* high degree of centralization of' photo*- 
copying for interlibrary loans. Twenty percent of the libraries request 73 per- 
cent of the photocopied interlibrary loans ♦ (Jee Figure 5.) . 

Local use. accounts for the largest 'amount of photocopying at 28 million 
serial .photoicopy items* Of these, about 22 million are copyrighted and 19 million 
are from copyrighted domestic serials* If one h3rpothetically applies CONTU*s 
eligibility conditions for local use as well as for Interlibrary loan,' one finds 
that 15 million photocopy items are from serials under six. years old, 17 million 
are from serials having five or more copies made in a library, and 13^mlllion are 
from serial^ under six years old with five or more copies made in a library* 
^One also fine".*? that 800 thousand photocopy items for local users were made for 
replacement or Lor classroom use by faculty. Another hypothetical condition of . 
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' Figure 5. Distribution of Interlibrary Loan Photocopy Items by 

Proportion of Libraries (1976) . , ' ^ * 

eligibility from Section 108(d) of the Law, involves single copies made for in- 
dividuals.- ■ It. is estimated that 82 percent of the photocopy items made for I6cal 
users involve singW^copies aiade for individuals or institution's. Considering 
all photocopy items made for local use, ;lt is estimated that 62 petcent of all ^ 
U.S. libraries will have less than ^SO^ photoc opy items. These libraries account 
for only seven percent .of the total photocopy items^mTde-forLj^g^al^^ with the 
remaining 93 percent made by 40 percent of the libraries. A total of 78'i)ercent 
of the photocopies ma<}e for local use are made by 20 percent of the librar^s. 
^ (See Figure 6.) ' . ^ 

" Photocopying for intrasystem loan of serials comes, to^ a total of 14 
million photocopy items, of which 10 miUion^ are from copyrighted domestic 
serials. One-half million of these items involve replacemenjt or cldssroom use. 
Approximately 7 xaillion of the intrasystem loan photocopy items are from serials 
under six years* /old.* Finally, it is estimated that about 76 percent of ther^ 
*' items-phatocopied fcTr intrasystem loan are single copies niade for individuals 
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• , ' .Figure 6. Distribution of Local Use Photocopy Items by 

-Proportion 61 Libraries (1976) * > . 

• / ■ ' ' ' . ' ^ ' 

or other institutions. Oyer one-third of the, transactions fox intrasysteni loan 
involve multiple copies of one or two pages, which may be photocopies o^ tables 
of content;s or title pages ipade for. current 'awareness. 

Libraries "and Photocopying ^Operations * * ' 

i * 

DependingXipott filial legal interpretation of the conditions of el;Lgi- 
bility for royaj^y pajnnent, libraries may ba required to screen dutgoing inter-' 
library loan reqiaggts to check for possible -exemptions. A majority of libraries 
report that «they woul'd- not incur extra costs which. could not be absorbed if they 
were required to perform various^screening ^operations for outgoirig serial inter- 
library loan requests. Depending upon the specific screening operation, . this 
answer varies among libraries from 84 percent of all libraries' to 62 percent of 
aXl libraries.- 



♦ .In similar proportions /libraries indicated that they would not incur 

higher costs if jrequlred to screen requests from local patrons. There is an ex- 
ception, howeyer. About* 60* percent of responding libraries reported that extra 
non-absortable costs would be incurred In the event that they were required to 
check foL* previously made photocopies frpm a requested title. 

No single royalty ppymerit ^mechaiiism stood, but as being preferred over 
the. Others; Libraries in the survey rated a6 'Imost preferred" four mechanisms: 
higher subscription prices for all serial sV purchiise of royalty stamps or coupons, 
photocopying machine fqes, and purchase of .imiltif)!^ copies or reprints from a 
single agency. ^ No. more thari one-third of the .libraries,, however, fatea any ,6^ 
these mechanisms as '"^most -preferred," , ' . • ' " ; . ' ^ 

- . " ' ' , - ' ^ ^ , - ^ 

In* some Iris tancres, libraries charge their users for photocopying 
services, The.aveVage annuals gross income^ per library for .operation, of photo- 
copying machines is $3.,p85. , The* largest average annual gross income is $11, 574 ^ 
for Academic libraries, followed by $3,648 for Federal libraries, $2^964 for Public 
libraries,* and $96 for Special libraries. The largest average annual income per 
machine is $3,607 for Academic libraries, fpllpwed by ^2,432 'for Federal libraries, 
.$1,744" for Public librarres, and $87 for Special.libraries, On the average,-hbw- 
ever, photocopying operations cost Public libraries $4,080 >er year and Academic 
libraries $16,260 per y^r. This* suggests that ^oine librariesj^ on the Average, 
.may currently be^' incurring fiet losses for their phptocopying operations when their 
gross income is compared to their operational costs. Sufficient data were not 
available. to estimate annual costs for Federal and Special libraries, 

' • * '* . » 

Publishers and Photocopied Serials. ^ 

' '■ ■ ' ■ V' ^ ■ 'i ' 

Publishers have. information needs unlike thosfe of, ^brari'^s." :vFor ex- 
ample, thciy need to know how much photocopying of indlvidital serials occ^ts across 
ail libraries. The estimate is that, over all libraries, the total number of 
interlibrary loan photocopy items per serial' title ifef 50 or less for 40 percent 
of serial titles, with these titles accounting for three percent of the total 
photocopy items » About jseven percent of the serials have more than 500 photocopy 
items mad^ from them,- Considering only, those photocopy items that are not for 
replacement or. classroom use, that are less than, six years old, and th^t have 
more than five copies, 91. pgrc'fent of serial/titles have* 50 or fewer photocopy 



Items and very few^ if any,-4iave more^than 100 phptocppy Items^ made of them. There 
is,^ in. jEact,^ a high concentration of^^photocopying serials: 86 percent of the photo 
copying of serials occurs or* only 20 perdent of the s^erials. (See Figure 7.) 
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Figure 7. Distribution of Interlibrary Loaij Photocopy Items by 

Proportion or- Serials (1976) ' v ' * - ^ . 

For local user photocopying^,fJiiQ estim^ite ds that 67 percent of tKe 

copied serials have less than 1, OOQ j>hotocopy items and a small, but significant, 

* five .p*er cent of the titles have, more than 5,000 items -made of them, ^Considering 

, only those phptocopy items of serials less than six years old arid" with more th^u 

five copie^^ nearly all of the serials have less^ than 500 photocopy items. Here, 

also, a significant proportion of the serials accounts for a major proportion of 

^^&hp photocopy items* About. 68 percent jof the photocopy items c5me from 20 per- 

cent of. the serials. (See Figure 8.) . *^ . " 
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figure .8. Distribution of Local Use Photocopy. Items by Proportion of Serials 

According. to the recent Indiana University survey of* publishers, nearly 
50 percent of responding journals expected to receive no .royalty payments from a 
, ' clearinghouse arrangeme^ supplying a thorized copies^.. The averagd «3q)ected pay- • 
meht .wad .about "$1.50^per item for those publishers who fexpected' payment. Many' 
'publishers appeared to prefer diiect libensing of photocopying to clearinghouse 
arrangements. . This,s.urvey, however, was, made befoife the Association of American 
'•^^blishers. Inc. had announced its-ihtexi"tion to set up a Copyright Clearance 
Center,- After that announcement, the response may Have been different. 

^ iBiplications f or . the. Developmient of Royalty Payment Mec^nisms 

' Although the implications of royalty payment mechanisms for libraries' 
^ ' "and^pubiishers are different, it appears that oiiLy^ minority of either group 
would be appreciably affected by the actual payment of royalties^, ^ since a large 
proportion of ^photocopying takes place in 20 percent of the libraries andl^with 20 
^ .percent jof '^the serials.* ^ ' * . 



..No single mechanism -appears suitable for all photocopying Yhich might 
be eligible for royalty payment. Depending iipon the fiaal r^solutlqx of the ell- 
glbillty question an^ the volume of photocopying Involved, it is likely that a 
combination -of mechanisms wil). be required.' *^ '\ . ' 



Generally speaking, royalty paypient mechanisms become more expensive* * 
to design ,and •o^)erate as the matching of eligible phofcocopying" volume and royalty 
, payments requires more^ accuracy and precision. As evidenced by their relatively 
liigh ranking of higher subscription prices as an alterxiaClve royalty payment mecha- 
nism, libr^rles appear willing to exchange some accuracy for^a ^ImpllficatloA of 
their; mode of partlclpatljpn in a royalty payment mechanism. 



Because of the low niSnber of eligible photocopy Items^'ipef serial for 
theS. majority of copxrfghted domestic serials, and because of the potentially low 
proportion of eligible photocopy items at •any one library, it may be more cost- ^ 
effective, at least, initially, .for a central ag6vicy, cj^earinghouss, or payment , X 
center to concentrate on^ serving .high-volume .serials and high-volume libraries. 
Low-veltjme libraries *and lowrvoliame serials may also find it inexpensive when 
compared to their own monitoring, depending upon the proportion of photocopying 
in their libraries which was actually eligible" for payment. 

. ' - Monitoring and enforcing royalty payment may be axoong the most expen- 

sive components of a royalty payment mechanism. If publishers desire monitoring, 
^ these functions ^may be handled most ef f ect^-vely by a central agency if legal 
questions such as ant^- trust can be resolved. 

The impact of royalty payment-s in terms of subscrlptior cancellations 
is uncertain. We Hypothesize thar, if this occurred, it would hav^ the most 
negative, impact on small, specialized journals. ^ 

Caveats and ^Statlstlcffl Precision of Results 

• \ \ ~ ^ '• , 

. . \ / 

One snould keep Ih mind that behavior of libraries aftd publishers may, 
* . J ' t ^ ' 

be different arter the Copyright Law goes into effect in 1978. A change in be- 
havior could stibstantlalSLy alter the number of photocopy items eilgible for 
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royalty .payment from the estimates made. in tl\§'sampleo Also, attitudes of* li-- 
braties and ptiblidhers toward alternative royalty payment'mechanisms majr 'change 
(f rom.those observed in recent surveys) after they become familiar with operating 
vkdex the Lav. ' , { 

if* • ' 

v t-Since the data, were obtained from a sample of libraries, there is some 
Hihance of estimates being higher or lower than those given in this report, ih 
or<ier to give some indlcfation of the 'statistical precision of the results, standard 
errorp of Jbypical^cstinates are stated here. Statistical precision estimates made 
for all libraries are higher than those made by type of library because of the 
differeice in sample sizes. The standard error for inter library loan for all 
photocopies made in all four types df, libraries is 3.8 ± .58 million. The inter- 
* pretation 'is that^the-ntonber. of photocopies made in all four types'Sif libraries • 
for .iiiter library lodii request^ is between 4.4 million and 3.2 million .at 66 percent 
levei'of confidence, or, 3.8 ± 1.16. million at 95 percent level of confidence. 
The fiumber of photocopies made for inter lib^rary loans by Public libraries would be 
1.0 ± .16 jnillion, and for Academic libraries 1.1 ± '.13 million. The standard 
errors for Special and Federal libraries are 1.3 -£ .54 million and, 6.4 ± •.012 
millibn rejspectively. /The estimate for local users is 19. 0 ± 3.4 million. /The 
estimates for Public, Academic, Special and Federal libraries are 7.4 ± 3.7; 
1.8 ± 1.4; 7.9 ± 2.2; and -2.0 ± C^.6 respectively. It is noted that estimates that 
"involve the proportion of transactions such as the proportion of serials that are 
copyrighted, the proportion that>^Ve from domestic publishers, age* of the publica- 
tions and so on have a substantially higher statistical precision since the saii5)le ' 
sizes are over 10,000. ^ 

F^inally, the estimates derived from the MINITEX data base serye as 
an excellent verification of estimates of photocopying for interlibraty loans 
made froa-the national library survey* It appears that the national library^ 
survey data closely resemble those obtained from MINITEX. Also, data. from another 
National Science Foundation study (3^ scientific and technical publishing yi&Ld ^ 
very similar overall results to estimates of total photocopying of scientific and 
technical serials observed In this study. * \ 



. SECTION 2 • . 

t ■ ■ . ■- , 

^ INTRODUCTION AND. BACKGROUp v , 

2»3, Background ^ ^ . ^ v 

* During the past several* jrearfe, significant progress has been, made In 
the area of copyright that affects both libraries and holders of copyright. 

This: area is the photocopying of , copyrighted materials by United States libraries. 
Examples of ,tHe^ progress that ha& been made are the following: 
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• The establishment by the NCLIS and the Register of Copyrights 

• • ' ot tKe Conference on Resolution of Copyright Issues (CORP I) , 
* also known as the "Upstairs-Downstairs Group" which included^ 

.both publishers and librarians who agreed to lend their support 
to -a st^dy that would objectively.analyza data relevAt to 
the. issues of library photocopying and 'the design^ oi^ a royalty 
payment mechanism. , * ' ; 

• Jb^ establishment of the Natiional Commissioti bn-^ew Technological 

* • vUses of Cojpyrighted Works (CONTU). . ■ 

. • The signing by the Presi'dent of the new Copyright. Law -on 
October 19,. 1976, to -go into effect January 1, 1978« 

• CONTU *s issuing of the Guidelines dealing with interlibrary 
. loan (ILL) transactions. * ' , ; 

. ^ *• • The concrete proposals p\xt forth 'during' 1977 by the Copyright^, 
Clearance Center Task Force of the Association of American^ 
Publishers (AAP). . 

** • ' . - * 

This study is an outgrowth of the deliberations of the "Upstairs-Down- 
stairs Group," a body of voluntary representatives of the various interested 
parties who^met during 1974 and 1975 to see if thejj could' reach an agreement on 
^questions raided by library photocopying of copyrighted^ste^ialj.^^^ On- tiite^o^ 
.J^hand,. publishers as copyrd^ght^^^ that tH^^eserved monetary compensa-* 

Vtion for library photocopying since such copying— especially its transmission 
between libraries via exis'ting channels of interlibrary loan — Constituted, in ^ 
t;heir view, a breach of traditional concepts o£^ "fair ,'use" which was potentially^ 
damaging. TOn the other hand, librarians felt that most of the library photo- 
copying was, indeed, "fair use" and any restrictions on photocopying would harm 
public access to information, they were also concerned that the record- v , 
keeping involved in some payment mechanism clearingi^ouse proposals might be ' 
an expensive administrative headache. Authors felt that their concerns were 
not being addressed, finally, the Federal- Government was interested in the 
controversy for many reasons: 



• It subsidizes much of the scientific and technical information ^ , 
generateH^ and disseminated In the United States by published 
.material. , ' -n, 

• The NCLIS /advocates in its 'National Program Document, "Toward 

a National Program for Library and Information Services: Go^ls 
fpr Action," the establishment of a national library and informa- 
• tion network based, in large »part,» on resource sharing. 

' « The. Congress^ was anxious to have the libraries ancl publishers 

^ . resolve their differences. - . . ^ , 

\' ' ^ • • ' > . 

• The Copyright Of f ice vas equally anxioujit for a resolution on the 

/difference-^for the above reasons. * , 

• Objective, quantitative dat^ to evaluate the various arguments did not 
exist on "a nationwide basis.* The seminal study in this field, the one carried out 
in the mid-60s by Sophar and Heilprin of the Committee to Investigate Copyright 

, Problems Affecting Commimi'cation in Science and Education '(CICP)^ had put forth 

the cdncept of a clearinghouse (9) , but tl)e data collected in that stiidy came 
^ fro^ a restricted sample and could no ibnger be consi^dered indicative of the 
national situation in the late l$70s. The Canadian stfud'y.of Basil Stuart-Stubbs 
(10X^]^j?^ded significant insight into tht .problem, but ito quantitative applica- 
|)ilit3r to; the -American^ situation was questionable., CORGI foTind that it could 

, make no further progress without up-to-date natio^^ data pn library photocopying. 

Accordingly, the NCLIS and the National Science Foundation (NSF) agreecL^ 
to fund a research study to: ^ (a)" analyze the volume and^distribution^f library 

photocopying^ via a national survey of United' States Public, Academic, .St)edial, 

• \ ' ' ^ J 

. and FedferalJLibraries,* an^ (b) tesrt the feasibility of a royalty payment mechanism. 
A, Request for Proposal (RFP) was issued by NGLIS, and King Research, Inc., a 

* survey J^esearch firm locate^ in Rockville, Maryland, was selected to perform the 
study,. Following award- of this contract, which began in May 1976, the National 
Commission on. New Technological Uses of Copyrighted Works (QONTU) funded aa ' » 
amendment which provided for the study of one year^^s interlibrary loan requests 
redpived by the Minnesota Interlibrary telecommunications Exchange (MINNITEX). 
This iaCter study, performed in conjunction witH, the* NCLIS /NSF study, provided 
invaluable data on seasonal *fluctuation^^<ii_demand for individual libraries and 
on JLndividual* libraries' demand for individual serial titles, data which were 
to become of ^crucial importance in light of the subsequently-issued CONTU 
Ihterlibraryilcari guidelines. " 

' : . , / 

/ 

* School libraries/media center were not included in the sampling/universe. 

/ / 

• , . . 16 . . 
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2.2 The Stivdles ' . ' . • " - 

In this sectlonvve give ah overview b£ the study approach. 

♦ The' sao^le of libraries for the NCLIS/NSF pbctocopying study was a 

8 tratified "random ^select ion representing the four categories of libraries: 

Academic, Public, Federal, and Special' libraries. The target number of parti- J 

cipating libraxles by type *were: 108 Academic, 100 Public, 62 Federal, and 

lOO'Speclai, These target numbers were based in part on the estimated volume^ 

of Interlibrary lending, for 1972, the most recent year fpr which comprehensive 

data could be assembled at the time. ' ' 

* ♦ 

Very large libraries and some witli unique characteristics were included- 
in^ the sample with certainty,, ;rhat Is, the probability with which they \io.re 
selected equalled one, and the^ were chosen to represent only themselves* T^./* 
remaining libraries ,of each type vere stratified by significant variables to 
facilitate selection of a representative san^le from which to estimate totals 
for. the non-certainty librari^es. Participaticn was Invited from a sample lar ,£ 
-thaiTthe minimum target niltaber^ 6o that Ineligible libraries, refusals, and . 
nonresponses would not disrupt the vexry tight time table. 

^Academic libraries were stratified and sut-stratified according to 
bookstock (number of volumes]) and type of academic institution Cuniversity/ 
research, other ^f our .year, and two year), based oh a data tape supplied by the 
National Center for Education Statistics. 

Puj>lic libraries in the certainty stratum were selected on the basis, of 
bojkstock. For non-certainty Public libraries, s trustification was based on the 
size of population served and geographic region. « 

' Special 'library sampling was accon^lishe'd in Qtages« Initial samples 
were drawn from the American Library Directory , the Directory' of the Special 
Libraries and Information Centers , and the Special Library Association Membership 
Directory. These were sorted into Legal, Medical, Religious, and Special. Over- 
lap idth Federal and Academic libraries was then determined. 
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Federal libraries were stratified according to aggregate interlibrary . 
loans i based upon the 1972 survey of Federal libraries. The Feder^ library 
certainty stratua includes both large borrowers and large lenders. 

The first solicitation to libraries designated for inclusion in the 
saaple and'^or alternates was -a "screener" form. Follow-up letters were mailed 
all addressees that did not respond.. Days for data collection for volume, * 
for characteristics, and for purpose of requests were assigned to each library- 
which provided a screeaer, phased on the information reported therein. Volume 
logs, forms 'to record characteristics of library materials photocopied, and 
interlibrary loan forms for serials borrowed were the.n transmitted to esCch 
library, which had answered the screener. At this stage, additional refusals 
^and nohxesponses occurred. Alsist exactly 300 libraries reported on volume of 
photocopying and on the characteristics of materials copied, plus 44 reports of • 
"no copying," as compared with the combined target of 370. Academic libraries , 
reported very conscientiously on borrowings, but in each of the other library 
types, a significant -number did not report oh borrowings. 

• Subsequently,* participating libraries were also asked to respond to a^ 
Copyright Royalty Libraify Survey questionnaire which addressed questions of costs 
of -photocopying operations^ preferences among possible royalty payment mechanisms, 
judgments .concerning relative costs of hypothetical recordkeeping procedujrfes, aijd 
a few voliiae items. (Data collection forms are displayed in Appendix A.) 

A total of, .2,350 volume logs were analyzed, representing a sample of 
approximately 13,095 transactions. 4,660 interlibrary loan forms were collected 
and analyzed. A total. of 19,277 characteristics forms were analyzed, and 201 
copyright ?pyalcy library survey questio.finaires were returned and analyzed. 

The time -limitation on the project did not permit data collection to 
be spread throughout the year. Tnerefore, it was important to find adjustment 
factors to correct for the difference between periods Cdaya of the week and • 
months of the year) when data were collected and the average activity oyer the ^ 
•year. Such adjustments weights were derived in the course of an analysis of- 
Interlibrary loan data for the MINITEX system for the 'year 1976. 
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The ^state\^de interlib-rary loan system of Minnesota, M^INITEX, handles ^ 
approximately 130,000 requests per year from all types of libraries,' 'These . 
: libraries are Iqcated mainly in Minnesota but also in Montan-i, North Dakota, 
atld small portions of^Wisconsin and Canada • ' » ** 

, Analysis of 1JINITE3{ interlibrary loan transactions , for a full year 

provided se^asonal variations in ILL borrowing by type of library and thereby 
helped- in determining annual volumes of library copying for those lil>raxies ' 
participating in the Photocopying Study. It al^o provided other information 
.^including such items as whether or nojt the ^requesting library subs^rib^d "to . the < 
periodical requested, distribution of serial requests oyer thfe life, of a journal, 
distribution of requests fOr specific journal' titles^ purpose of request, and 

r'e^uests for photocopying in lieu of loan. Detailed illNITEX tabulated data, and. 

, ' • - * 

national survey rejpults will be given in -another volume. ' * ' 

2.3 Categories of Photocopying ' ^ ' 

The categories of photocopyihg of particular interest to this study 
dre presented in the following table: ' ' ^ 

^ s 

• . TABLE 2.1 
CATEGORIES^OFLIB^Y. PHOTOCOPYING 



General 
Category 


Specific 
Category 


Hypothetic 
for Roy 
Eligible 


al EligibiLlty 
alty Payment 
Not Eligible 


(1) Photocopying of 

Copyrighted serials' 

by or ftir library 

. , staff 
• 


(r,l) for local users 


X 




(1.2) in- response to intra- 
^ystem loan (ISL) 
requests • ^ 


— 1 




(1.3) in response to inter- 
library loan requests 
from other libraries 




X 


(2) Interlibrary lonn 
(ILL) requests for 
Copyrighted 
serials 


(2.1) Unfilled requests 




X 


(2.2). Requests filled by 
phdtocopying by 
other libraries > 


X 

r 




(2.3) Requests filled by 
other libraries 
.with originals 


1 





*, . ■ . -in this table, categories' of photocopying ai^e. classified as being 
either eligible or not eligible for royalty payments. We emphasize that this 
.refers .to- hypothetical . eligibility, since definitive legal interpretations of 
^what proportio^ of photocopyiixg in the '"eligible" category^ would actually 
^require: royalty payments ''do^^not exist at this time.". 

' t ^ < . . . • . • ^ ' y ' ^ ^ . 

There are two, general categories of interest; (1) Phptoc9pying of 
xc^ytighted aerials by or for library staff , and (2) interiib:fary loan requests 
^^or coj^yrighted serials. The qualifier %y or for library staff" is added to 
category' (I) to show that photocopying by library users on unsupervised machines 
(e^g.,, coin-operated machines), is not considered here. Interlibrary^lpan 
."i^eqiiests" are considered because of the impact of the CONTU ILL/guidelines 
which make interlibrary loan. photocopying, normally the responsibility of the 
requesting rather than the photocopying library. ' . * 

Catego^r>, (1) may be subdivided into photocopying (1.1) for local users 

(1.2) in response to intrasystem loan requests, and (1.3) in response to* inter- 
library loan requests from other libraries. ^ "Local users" are. library patrons 
and staff who t»re presumably able to initiate photocopying transactions oh a 
walk-in or .local phone call basis. Local. useirs include employees of , the li- 
*brary*8 parent: institution. "Intrasystem loan requests" are requests trans- 
mitted" from other branches or libraries within the same system. Photocopying 
in both of these', categories may hypdthetically be eligible for royalty payments. 
Category (1.3), however, photocopying in response to interlibrary loan requests 
from othe?*5ibraries, is normally not considered to be the responsibility of » 
the phptocopying library, due to interpretation of the CONTU ILL guidelines. 

Category (2) may also be subdivided into three categories: (2.1) un- 
filled requests, (2.2) requests filled by pKottocopying' by other libraries, arid 

(2.3) requests filled with originals. Normally, only category (2.2) is assumed 
in this report to be eligible for royalty payment, toan requests for library 
.materials are processed by an interlibrary loan department or office in the 
larger libraries, and In smaller libraries .one or more staff Members have the 
responsibility for handling interlibrary loans,. Loan requests are ti:ansmltted 
from the requesting libraries on a variety of request forms. The most common 
foipa ds the "standard" interlibrary loan form approved by the American Library 
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i^s?.pjciati6n,- A special form is Available for photocopy requests but few li- 
, ^F^^^i^S' S?^ Telcttype requests arrive in different formats. While the for- 

?f ?^?*ys^i9"8\form^ the content is reasonably s.imilar. The vast 

""^ip^ity^ requestiB are filled with photocopies, not with. 

wi^nal/issucvB^^ serial tjltle* . t ! \ - 



j ' Two categories photocopying are specifically not covered hjare: 
phojEofcppying^^^o^^ materials by library staff, and photocopying by . 

i^jbrary , patrons of library materials' on equipment provided by the library for 
VtmsupeYSrL •* ' 



. A.great deal of pjiotocopying by library staff on libraryVcontrolled 
.machines ds ^composed of the.copying of correspondence, letters, memos, 
catalog cards,, and other types of office copying. While this is , not directly , 
releyant^to the development of a royalty payment mechanism, the ability to* 
distinguish between it and copying eligible for payments is. >The> existence of 
this category of photocopying requires estimates to be made from a sanq)le of 
actual photocopying transactions, father than from post-hoc estimates. This* 
had implications for this ^fudy and for transaction-based royalty payment 
^inebhanis1!^s• ^ * * 



• Photocopying on^unsupervised machines is particularly difficult to. 

■ 

^inonitor, and^waa not. included in this study under tefms of the study contract. 

"'^ ' • 

This category is significant in two respects. First,, in some libraries the 
amount of photocopying in this category may be significant, as 'suggested in 
a later* section of this report. Second, itfsome libraries, particularly the 

smaller ones, staff and patrons .use the* same machine^s). This complicates the* 

^ ' > 

monitoring of Specific copying categories. 

2.4 Special Considerations / * . 

After "this study had started, th^ liew Copyright Law was signed and 
CONTU Issued its interlibrary.loan (ILL) guidelines. These guidelines for the 
fdlrst time iSp^cif ied a maximurii volume of allowable photocopying for setial ^ 
•articles requested by means of interlibrary loan. This quantitative limit, ^ 

. produclt^ of Qonsider^le negotiation among interested parties, was included in 

' •« 

a formal Congressional report, although not in the actual J.anguage of the 

• , ' • % - " 

final^billtf S±gn££icant'ly, however^ these guidelines made compliance the 
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\ tesponsibillty of ^natvidual librar ies with resp ect ro Individual setlal titles ^ 
The practical iinpact of the abovp was that for each. library a potentially 
different mathematical ^dis^ibution existed for. the ^ -^er of times each serial 

• .title.was requested. ^ This entailed considerably, more complex statistical analysis 
than: had been originally anticipated. ' • . 



V . , The MINITEX analysis allowed the demand for, individual titles by 
Individual libraries to be observed oyer an entire year, and this' was useful 
in pirVjecting to an annual level the findings, from the photocopying study's 
ishortet' observation periods, ' ^ i 

■ ■. ■-■ ■■■ - ' ". ■ . ' ■ - l : - 

These developinents nec^sitated a categorization of KingiResearch 
■data, in line with the Copyright .Law and the CONTU" ILL guidelines, 'as v^ill be 
noteS later, however, there is still considerable uncertainty witW Regard' to 
interpretation and application of the LaW and sidelines. Reasons^ for some 
ot^'this uncertainty are'discussied be^ow. " 1 j . ' 

It is not always easy to, determine if items* are copyrighted, as will 
he shown in discussion of. the large volume of "copyright unknown photpcopy 
items. Many alternative payment mechanisms rely upon tM identification of 
photocopy items eligible for payment by library staff; 'a plain and vieible 
statement of ciJpyright status is a necessity for sdcR mechan^-ams.. 

It is necessary to distinguish between two types of photocbpying for 
replacement purposes. Items may be photocopied' to reblace out-of^ptlrit" or ^ 
ptherwise unobtainable originals or source items, assUiidng ^thaL^atueffiaitL^ 
been made to ob^tain an original. .Or, items may be phofcfccppied for replacement 
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use due to mutilation of an original. 

• . . ' " , ^ . ' '\ 

It is assumed that serijal articles photocopied by or for a 'teacher in^ 
a not-for-profit educational i^nstitution and which satisfy the Guidelines for I 
Classroom Copying In Not-for-Profit Educational Institutions with Respect to 
Books and Periodicals ( 2) would not be eligihle for roy&lty payment. * 

• . - ■ • I 
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'A continuing uncertainty is the definition of a^j-ibrary system fox; 
foy^lty^pdymemt purpj^ses/* We have assumed that libraries within the\same * 
system (e.g.,. branches in 'a piiblic library system) are part of a single entity, ^ ^ 
The cohesiveness of systems differs, depending upon the basis of the Bystem, 
^Sbme are aetermined by locality or governmental sponsorship, such as public 

, ' * - " ■ " 

library systems and -federal agency library isystems. Others may be more 
loose-knit, such as multi-library cooperatives desi^t^fi/t to share audiovisual 
resources. A definition of "library" and "library system" must still be 
"developed for determining future payment responsibilities. This will also aid. 
in .defining what constitutes "intrasystem", photocopying. 

, . The CONTIL ILL guidelines would'not apply if present interlibrafy loan 
gractices were * .•.supplemented, or even largely ^replaced by a system in which 
one, or more agencies or institutions, public or private, exist for the specific 
purpose of providing a cenbral sour:ce for photocopies." The most practical 
implication for royalty payment mechanism operation related to ILL transactions 
of one or more such agencies would be, presumably to make accounting and 
pajnnent the responsibility of the photocopying library, as opposed to tlie 
requesting library. , If may be useful to determine Vhen existing or developing 
libraries and other agencies should be considered to "exist for the specific 
purpose of providing a central source for photocopies.*" , * 

^' 

,THere is still some uncertainty regarding the interpretat-Lqn of the 

concept of' fair use and t(ie prohibition against systematic copying with regard ^ 

to non-ILL photocopying. The practical impact of this uncertainty is the following. 

^It appears impossible to estimate for non-interlibrary loan photocopying, with the 

same degree of certainty as for interlibrary loan photocopying, the proportion 

of/domestic copyrighted" serial photocopy^i^ems which would be in excess, of 

fair use and therefore potentially eligible fot royalty payment. This 

uncertainty Remains even if photocopying for. classroom use by faculty and 

photocopying for library replacement use (still the subject of some uncertainty) 

and pther possibly exempt categoriejj^ are* excluded. The source of this 

uncertainty •'i the concept of "multiple copies" as opposed. to "single copies." 

The essence^o^ this uncertainty is the following: Several photocopy ^Items' ojE 

» 

an individual source item might be made during the course of a single transaction. 
Or, several photocopy items of an individual sourde^item mig^t 'be made over the 
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.course rf .8evei:al transactions, f or *the same or different r.equesters* The 
CONTO^ILL ^guldeli^^ resolved this potential conflict mathematically for 
Interllbrary loans by specifying limits on the^number of photocopy items which 
vcould 'be" received by a sl5^1e requesting library fyom a single copyrighted 
serial title .during a specific period oi^ time, ^regardless of the number of 
?pKo'tpcopy items made during the course, of* a single transaction* 

If it. were assumed that single photocopy items made for local user *or 

• ' : * • * ' " ' i . ■ ^ 

In.trasystem loan requests were exempt froift payment, without regas;d to the 
number of \tlmes jingle serial titles, were photocopied during the course of - ^ 
' single or,;iriidtipie transacti^^ then only a small prop^ortion of the total T 
;d6mestic/^pyrighted serial photocopy , items woul^d he eligible for payment* The 
;dat:» described. lii this report demonstrate that a very large number of single 
photocopy items are made in^response to local user and Intrasystem loan requests 
Excluding these from the total number of pptentially eligible photocopy items 
jjbuld significantly reduce^ the volume" eligible for payment. *^ 

/ This ' does not ^take iixto account heavy use of individual titles, where 
the ntmiber o*f photocopy it^ms t)ver>tlme, :or the existence of numerous multiple 
photocopy items* during the course of «a single tr^ansaction, might conceivably 
cumulate within a single library or library system to the point where photo- 
copyii^ could ;be perceived* as substituting f or * indlA^idual serial ^bscriptions* 
^Tlie CONTU ILL guidelines addressed .these issues for ipterlibr^ry loan .but , the , 
case may be somewhat .different for non-ILL photocopying, since there is signi- 
icantly more local user arid intrasystem photocopying of copyrlghtf.d domestic ^ 
serials, and since^'lLL transactions Involve a somewhat liigher proportion of 
single photocopy items per t^ransactlon* * 

^ ^ A possible analytical solution to thi's problem would be the 
application* of guidelines similar co those issjued by CONTU regar^dlng IL^ to 
non-ILL photocopying* Some of the impacts of this on, eligible photocopying 
; volume \are discussed in this report, • 



SECTION 3 , ' 

, TOTAL VOLUME OF PHOTOCOPYING OF LIBRARY- MATERIALS 

BY LIB^Y STAFF IN THE 'UNITED STATES 

■ " ' '■ ■ V • . . , 

Otfe of •the;mo8t important issues of the past decade concerning li- 
praiy" plwtoc^^ been -the aodunt of photocopying that actually takes place 

j'toiibrariesr ^This , report provides. estimates of the amount or volibne of photo- 
copying *of library materials by or for th$ l^^rary , staff in Public, Acadei^Lc, 
Speciar, and Federal libraries in the United States, * • 

This section, vis devoted to estiinates of the Itotol^ .vbii^nbT'p^ ' 
cop7liig,.ln the United, Stateis pYesented by type of libraries .(Public, Academic, 
Special. and Federal), type of libraxry materiairs (serials, books and .6thei^i.j5a- 
sterial), and whether the materials are currently copyrighted or not. THe pjior 
, t6co'pVing^activJ.ties for which: data were collected are also separated into ihree 
main, categories ~ photocopyingipf materials by library staff for local library 
usercf (patrons; or staff) and copying of materials^ for other libraries, sub/- 
A^iyided by intrasystem loans and interlibrary loans* These three types ofi tfans- 
•actions are ' referred * to In the remainder of tha report as local users ♦ intjra- 
system loan and interlibrary loan. " ' ' . 

One could choose among many units of measure to describe the volume 
.of photocopying. However^ the following units of measure were chosen to be 
presented sin this report. Three ;types of library materials include serials, 
'.books and other materials (e,g., sljeet music, reports, pampMets, etc.). A 
transaction involves any request for a library's material that may come from an 
institution, individual or .another library. A transaction could be filled or 
unfilled ^and it could be filled by presenting an original copy to the requestor • 
or by , presenting the requestor with a photocopy of the material.* In this report, 
We include only those transactions that are filled by a photocopy made by library* 
staff members. A source item Is/ the unit of material being photocopied. This 
category includes. such items as an article, a single page^ or specified mttltlple 
pages from a serial 09 a chapter from a book.^ The ^number of* requested photocopy 
iteiaa refers to^ the number of times the source item is copied in ful£illment\of 
a transaction. This differs from the number of filled transactions that .arq 
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processsd at acmachine. ^ A single filled transaction may 'be for multlplLe Qopies 
,qf, the saae source/item. The total, number of photocopy items is the sum of the 
•fl3ied\reque8 ted .photocopy items. This 'will^be the most common unit of inea^ure- 
'^at in the results presented in this report. Other units of measurement that 
;wl^ be; nentionM are number of filled transactions, nimiber of source item pages 
copied and the number of photocopy pages. Further definitions have been given 
in the Glossary at: the beginning 'of tfiis report. . 
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HIGHLIGHTS *' 



Total Volume of. Photocopying ^' ^ * . • 

• There were an estimated 114 million photocopy Items made 
. of library materials by library^taff dn^'1976.. Therp was 

an estimated ^average, of 5^-400 photocopy items per library 
in the .population of 21,280 libraries from which tlie sample ' ^ 
was chosen. , • ' - " . : 

The largest share of photocopying of library materials-^ was 
performed .in Public libraries (64» jidilipn photpcopy items)- 

• followed by Special libraries- (26 millJLon), Academic li- 
braries <:i7; million) and Federal libraries (7 million). 

• Public llbiraries also averaged tAte greater t amount of photo*- ^ 
copying (7,700 photocopy itema-r^per library). Acadenda li- 
braries also had a large average .Amount ot pho.togogying at 
5,500 photocopy items per library. Federal libraries averaged^ 
4,900 photocopy items and Special libraries avera^ged 3,100 

^ photocopy items. ' ' ?r - • . 

• Most of the materials photocopied were serials (48 million 
photocopy iteir^> and other materials (51 ^.million). Books 

' were photocopied to the extent M about 15 million photocopy 
"items. • - * \ ; t^"^ * > ' ' 

• Of 114 milliditl photocopy items, alproximately 76 ,million , . 
were made forJLocal users (patronl^nd library staff )5»j27 
million fM^J'^Strasystem loan and -iriaUlion for/interlibrary 
loan. ! I 

Total Volume of Photocopying of Copyrighted' Materials 

> # . . . • *• 

• Less ,than one-half of the volume of photocopying. was performed' 
on copyrighted materials.- There were about 54 million photo- 
copy it^ms of copyrighted materials made in 1976; This .volume 
amounts to about 2,500 photocopy, items per library throughout- 
the United States. .A total of, 17 million photocopy items was^ 
made from materials in which copyright was unknown /of unreported. 
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iThe largest ajnoimt of photocopying o^ copyrighted materials 
■ WAS perforro iix Public libraries (24';6 million photocopy 
. items) . i^'^tqtal of 17. 9 million -pWtJoij&opy items were tnade 
jCa Special libraries ^ 7.9 million -in' Academic librariesNnd 
■ ' ' 4.0 in Federal libraries. ^ ^ * \S 

• ""The av^i'age amount of photocopying was 2,900 copyi.ighted pho- 

tocopj' items per Public library, 2,. ffOO copyrighted photocopy 
items per Academic .library, 2j> 800 copyrighted photocopy- items 
, * per Federal library, and 2,100 copyrighted photocopy items per 
Special library. * . ' « - 

* ' • * ' . • 

• A majority .of the volume of photocopying, of copyrighted .ma- 
! * , terials was from serials (38.0 million phptocopy. items). 

- . , There were 12 .-5 .million photocopy items made 'from .copyrighted 

, books and' 3.4 photocopy Items made frop other^ibrary materials, 

^ ^ •A total of 21.7 photocopy items of copyrighted, serials was 

made for ij^ocal users; 12.0, million for j£trasystem loaiy; and 
- , 4.3.inllli^^ loan. - \ V ^ 

3.1*' * Estimated Volume of Photocopy Items and Photocopy Bages 



There 'is a very large amount of photocopying t>f library niaterials by 

or for li^ ary staff in the United States. It> is estimated ;that in 1976 about 

114 million photocopy items were made by staff in the. 21,280 IXbraries from 
' - . ' . * ^ . , / 

which tKe na'fcionaJ sample was chosen,* This means that about 5,400 photocopy. / 

items were made per library. Considered in another way, ani^yerage of about • " 

20 photocopy items are made in libraries each regular working day of ,the year. 

Th^^. total volume of photocopying varies substantially among the four major types 

:of:,^libriaries. The extent of this variation is displayed in Figure 3.1 below. 



' Number of 
Photocopy 
' Items 

^.(miion) 
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Figute 3.1. Number of Photocopy Items by Type 
of Library 
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Fttbllc library stiff photocopied over one-half of the total voluae of ^photocopy 
iteasv they made a total of .64»5 laillion photocopy items compared to ^6 million 
made in. Special libraries, 16 ..e made in Academic libraries ^d 7.6 million made 
in.Federi^l libraries. \ * ' V 

A somewhat different picture emerges when on'e^ considers the average 
himber of photocopy, items'' per library as sho\^^ in Table^ 3.1 below. 

,Ta]>le 3.r NUMBER OF ?H0TOC0PY ITEMS. AND PHOTOCOPY 
' ITEMS PER LIBRARY, BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) 



\ ( ^ 


. . Type of 
* Library 


' Number of 
Photocopy Items 

(million) • ' 


Ntimber of 
Libraries 


Number of 
Photocopy Items. • 
Per Library 




\ • • Public 


64. i 


a', 310 \ 


? '00 


/ 1 


^caciemic 


16.6 


• 3,030 ^ 


ii>400 




.Special . / 


. 26.0 


8^510 . 


^ . 3,100 - • 




*: Federal ^ 


7.0. * 


1,430 ^ 


. \4,906 



fi: "Xll Libraries 



113.9 



■ \ 



21,280 ^ 



5,400 ^ 



SOURCE: .Kins Research, Inc.: Lihrijcy Photocopying in the United States (hereafter' 
ref «2rred to as National Library Survey). ' • - 

PuMic libraries had the largest average volume of photocopy items among' the 
tyt^e^f libraries (7,700 photocopy items per library), but the average volume 
in Academic libraries ±s also quite large (5,500 photocopy Items per library). 
Ac^ooV. might expect, the average photocopying volume in Special libraries and 
federal libraries is lower, being 3,100 photocopy items per Special library^ 
,.^d' 4,900 photocopy itenls per Federal .I'ibr^ry. 

AnoSier measure of the volume of photocopying is thi^ total number of 
photocopy pages ma^e by library stafi\ In this instance, it is estimated that 
about 906 million photocopy pages were made in 1976. ' This represents an average 
of about 42,600 photocopy pages per library and eight 'photocopy pages per photo-r 
copy item. The lattfer average gtvas soma^ indication that the number of item 
pages photocopied is not extensive, -^.ad-lfe, there is little evidence that. many 
books . or journal Issues are photocopied In' tlieir entirety, although there were 
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8ome"i8oiated reported "instances where this apjgeared to be true for books. 
The breakdown of volume of photocopy j>ageb by type of library is gi-ven in 
Table. 3. 2 . - * . 

Table 3.2 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY PAGES, PHOTOCOPY PAGES PER' LIBRARY 

' 'and PHOTOCOPY PAGES. PER photocopy" ITEM, / 

^ ^ .BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) / 

J 



Type of 
' ' Library 


No, of. 
Photocopy Pages 
•Cmillioh) 


No. of Photocopy 
Pages Per Library 
(000) 


^1 

Wo. 0^ Photocopy 
Pdges Per 
Photocopy item 


Public 


377 - 


45.4 


• 13.2 
' 9.-2 


Academic . 


219 ■ 


72.3 


Special 


238 


2S.0; 


Federal- 


72 ' 


50.3 


: 10.3 


All Libraries; 


906 


42.6'^ . " 


' ■ ■ 1 8.0 



SOURCE:- King Research, Inc.t National Library Survey. 

0 * t ^ » r . 

The number, of photocopy pages per libra'ry ranges from 2^^000. tn, Special 
* - « 
libraries up to 72,000 in Academic libraries. The number of photocopy pages per 

photocopy itefii is aisp given in Table 3.2. In "this instance, Academic libraries 

appear to have greater number of photocopy pages per photocopy itea (13 pages). 

The other^types of libraries range from about, six pages in Public libraries* to 

a little over nine pages in Special and ten in ^Federal libraries. It will be 

shown later^ that the type of matefials photocopied varies among the different 

types of libraries which accounts for the differences in average ntxmber of pages 

photocopied observed above in Table 3.2. * %v 

3*2 Estimated Volume of Photocopying by Tyjye of Material and Type of 

Transaction 



Two important characteristics of photocopying- are the type of 'library 
material involved and the type of transaction that led to photocopying of these 
materi'tifi. The type of material is sub-divided into serials, books arid other 
materials because these ty^es are often published by different organizations. 
For example, marty serials are published by professional societies tha{: are not 
concerned at all with extent of photocopying of bodks or other materials. 
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The -breakdown of library photocopylBg by type of transactipn (local'<<i8er, intra- 
systdft loan, and interlibrary loan), is dtnportant because photocopy items f rem ^ 
thesa^three types, of transactions might be treated differently concerning their 
potential eligibility for royalty payment. For example, guidelines have been 
^et forth, by CONTU for interlibrary loans and they have been made part of the 
Conference^Rfepprt (2). These two characteristics of photocopying are discussed 
in detaii tfeiowt * . 

' The total volimie pf photocopying of serials^ books and other materials 
is shown in Figure 3.2 below. ^ 
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Photocopying 
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' ' / Serials Books Other Materials 

a Type of Material 

* 

. Figure 3.2 Nuniber of PhotocopVltems by Type 
of Materi^il' ^ J . 

The amount of photocopying in tents of photocopy items is about thd 

same for. serials (4S million) and other materials (51 million), wliile the total 

• * ^ 
number of photocopy ^items for books is only 15 million. • Although: nearly one- 

half of .the number, of , photocopy items are from other 'materials, most of these^ 

other materials are not copyrighted, as will be shown in Section 3.3. 

The relative amount cf photocopying from the three types^of materials 
varies' among* the four types of libraries. These results are given in Table 3.3 
on tho follonring page. 
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-\ Table 3.3 NUMBER .OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS, BY TYPE OF 

MTERIAL, BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (197^) • 



f 




(Millions of Photocopy .Items) 










Type of Material 


• 


Type of- 
Library 


All 
Materials 


Serials 


Books 


Other Materials 


.Public 


64.3 


16.6 


8. -8 


38.9 


^ Academic 
Special 


16.6 
26.0, 


6.3 • 

19.2 ^ 


3.8 
1.7 


6.5 


Federal 


• 7.0 


.^^^ 


0.6 


0.3 


All Libraries. .113.9 


• 48.2 


14.9 


50.8 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc.; National Library Survey 



Well over one-half of the ptiotocopy items made in Public libraries aren^from other 
materials aiid nearly twice as mdtiy photocopy items are made from serials as. are 
made fr^m books. Even within serials, it was oliderved that Public libraries had 
a substantial proportion of photocopied items from non-scientific materials siich 
as newspapers and popular magazines or other aon-science serials.. The proportion 

ttansactiops hat Involved newspapers and popular magazines was 22 percent, " 
the proportion of transactions for other'non-^cientific serials was 32 percent; 
and the proportion of transactions involving sc-<»entlfic serials was 46 percent. 

About an equal number of photocopy items were made from serials and 
other materials in Academic libraries. ^ There were about one-half as many photo- 
copy items made, from books as from serials in Academic libraries. As might be ex- 
pected, tha proportion of transactions in Academic libraries involving scientific 
serials was high (65 percent) compared to newspapers and popular magazines (14 
percent) and other non-scientific serials (21 percent). . 

In Special libraries, nearly three-fourths of the photocopy items were 
from serials and nearly all of the remaining photocopy items were from' other ma-* 
terials. As with Academic libraries, most of the transactions of serials in- 
volves scientific serials (87 percent) with four per<:ent from newspapers and 
magazines and nine percent from other non-scientific serials. 



31 

53 ■ 



Nearly ninety percent of the photocopy Items made in Federal libraries 
were from serials with the remainder split between books and other materials. 
Of the transactions involving aerials, 89 percent were from scientific "serials, 
«nlhe percent were from newspapers and magazines and two percent were from other - 
non-scientific serials** - * ' * 

. * 
Public, and Special libraries dominate the total volume of' photocopy 

items of serials and Public libraries are dominant in the total volume of photo- 

copy items made froitf books and other materials. However, the average amount of 

photocopy ittes made by, 'librftries presents a different picture as shown in 

.Table 3* A., 



Table. 3.4 NTOBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS PER LIBRARY, 
. SY TYPE OS MATERIAL, BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) 

(Average Number of Photocopy Items Per Library). 







Type of teterial 






\ 


,/;• .--^^ 






Type of 
Library 


\ All 
^terials 


Serials 


Books 


Other • . 
MateriirJs 


Public 


7,N^00 


> 2,000 


1,100 , 


4,700 


Academic 


5,500- 


2,100 


1,^00 


, 2,100.- 


Special 


3,lu0 


2,300 


.200 


600 


- federal 


A, goo- 


4,300 


300. 


200 


^All Libraries 5,400 * 


2;300 


1 700 


2,400 


SOURCE: 


King Research, Inc. : 


National Library Suxrvey 





The number of photocopy items per library made from serials does not vary much 
among the four types of .libraries. The range is 4,300 photocopy items per Federal 
library to about 2,000 photocopy items in the remaining types of libraries. How- 
ever," the average number of photocopy items of books is much larger in Public 
. (l',100. photocopy items) and Academic libraries (1,300 photocopy items) than "in 
Special (200 photocopy items) and Federal (300 photocopy items) libraries. The 
same holds true for other materials where the average number of photocopy items 
is greatest in Public libraries (4,700 photocopy items) followed by Academic 
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' <2,100 photocopy items). Special <600 photocopy items) and Federal (200 photo- 
popy items) libraries • . ^ * ' 

The relative amount -of photocopying of library materials is different 
JWhen measured by photocopy pages. The total numbeir of photocopy pages is esti- 
mated t6 be nearly 1 billion of which 365 million come from other materials, 
3i9 million come from serials and 220 million come from books. Data by type of 
library are given in Table 3.5* below. / . 



Tabl^ 3.5 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY PAGES BY TYPE OF 
MATERIAL, BY TYPE OF LIBRARY X1976) 

(Millions of Photocopy Pages) 



Type of 




Type-or Material 






Library * 


"AIT Materials 


Serials 


Books 


Other 


Public * 


377 


54.8 


TOO.O 


221.7 


Academic 


• - 219 ' 


64.3 


100.8 


53.4 . 


Special ^ ' 


_ • 238 


.140.2 


10.8 


87.0 


Federal 


72 


59.8 


8.8 


2.9 


All Libraries 


906 


319.1 


220.4 


365.0 



• 'SOURCE: King Research, Inc.: National Library Survey 

In terms of total volume of photocopy pages, Special libraries have the greatest 
amouiit for serials, Public and Academic libraries for books and Public libraries 
-for other: materials. 

Consiiiering the average number of pages per photocopy item, one finds 
that books have the largest amount at about 15 pages. Both serials and other ma- 
terials are about one-half that amount. These data are displayed below in Table 
3.6. * ^. ' 



Table 3.6 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY PAGES PER PHOTOCOPY ITEM, 
by: TYPE OF MATERIAt, BY" TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) ^ 






(Average j^^nnber of Photocopy Pages Per Photocopy \tem\ 




Type of 




Type of Material 






Library 


All Materials' 


Serials ' 


Books 


■ Other 


Public . 


5.9 


■3.3 


11.3 


5.7 


Academic 


^ 13.2 


10.2 


26.5 


, . 8.3 ^ 


Special^ 


9.2 


7.3 . 


6.5 


16.8 


Federal 


10.3 


9.8 


17.3 ' ' 


8.5 

4 



All Libraries 8.0 6.1 ,14.9' 7.2 



Public libraries average fewer pages , per serial than other libraries. 
However^ as indicated above, they photocopy less scientific materials and more 
newspapers and' magazines. The size of photocopy items is particularly large in 
Acadeaiu libraries* bu^, there was a small number of libraries in the sam- 
ple where entire books were photocopied which accounts for this difference. The 
size of photocopy items involving other materials undoubtedly reflects the type 
of materials involved in the various types of libraries. However, we did not^ 
record this information. . ^ 



As mentioaed previously, the type of transaction is aii;o an important 
factor in assessing photocopying in t:he Onited States with regard to the new 
Copyright Law and its implications. The types of transactions studied were those 
from local ^users, intrasystem loan and inter library loans. The total amount of 
photocopying from these transactions is given. in Figure 3.3 ^elow. 
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Figure 3.3. Number of Photocopy Items by Type 
Qf Transaction 
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Nearly two^thirds of the photocopy itams 'are made for local users, a category 
that iYiciudes *both patrons end library staff. Ho'il^ever, as shown in 5ectionr4," 

['patrons is. from serials. Only about 10 million 
for interlibrary loan and 27» million are made for 



most of. the photocopying for 



subsequently. In Table 3.7, 
type of library • , 



photocopy items are prepared 
intrasystem loan. The breakllown of these by t3npe of material will be shown 



the volume ;by type of transaction is given by 



Table 3.7 NU1;;BER OF PHOTOC9PY ITEMS BY TYPE OF 
TRANSACTION, BY TYPE OF' LIBRARY (1976) 

(MlJllions of Photocopy Items} 



Type of 
Library 


All 

Transaction!. 


Type 
Local 
Users 


of Transaction- * 
> " Intrasystem 
Loan 


Interlibrary 
Loan 


Public 


' 64.3 


45.3. 


13.7 


5.3 


Academic \ 


16.6 


9.9 


. . 3.8 


2.9 


* • Special 


26.0 


16.5 


7.9 . 


1.6 


Federal 


7.0'^ 


•4.4 


• 




All Libiaries 


113.9 


76.1 


27.3 


10.5 



SOIJRCE: King Research, Inc. 



/National Library Survey 



More, than one-half of the photocopy items in all types of libraries are^'made . 
for local users. The proportion of photocopyirig for tjrpe of transaction seems 
to be relatively consistent among the. f oui^types of libraries. Obviously, that 
relationship also holds for average number of photocopy items per library, as 
shown in Table 3.S below. % * 

Table 3.8 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY. ITEMS PER LIBRARY 
BY TYPE OF TRANSACTION, BY , TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) 

* , (Average Namber of Photocopy Jtems Per Librairy) 







Type 


of Transaction 




Type of 
Library 


'All 
Transactions 


Local- 
Users 


Intrasystem ^ 
Loan ' 


Interlibrary 
Loan 


Public 


. ' 7,700 


5,500 


1,600 


600 


Academic 


5;56o 


- 3,300 


1,200 


1,000 


Special 


3,100 


1,900 


900 


200 


Federal 


%900 


.3,100* 


1,300 


500 


All Libraries 5,4*00 


3,600 


1,300 


500 ' 


SOURCE: 


King Research, Inc.: 


National Library Survey ' 
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there appear to be some .slight dif feji^ences among types of library, however. 
.Bised<on average photocopying per library, Intrasystem lending seems to be 
relatively highest for Public and Federal libraries. Interlibrary landing is ' 
particularly high in Academic libraries ♦ The relative proportion of photo- 
copying for^ local users is highest with Public libraries and lowest :d.th 
Spc^al libraries r * ' .* * ' " \ 

» 

The number of pho.tocopy pag^es appears to be fairly consistent across 
sources of transactions. These data are*given in Table .3.9. 

Table 3.9 NUMBER OF PHOTOqOPY PAGES BY TYPE OF TRANSACTION, 
/ ' BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) * . ' ^ 

.(Millions of Photocopy Pages) ' ^ • 







Type of 


Transaction 




Type of 
Library 


All ' 
Transactions * 


Local 
Users 


Intrasystem 
Loan 


Interlibrafity 
Loan 


■ Public 


377 


290.3 


51; 6 


34.7 


Academic 


219 


121. 3 ' 


46. 0 


51.7 


Special ■ 


238 


161, 1.,-^ 




8.3 


Federal 


, ' 70 


44.2- 


' ' "l8.2 


7.7 


All Libraries 

4 


906 


•6l5,2 ' 


184^8 


106. 0 ' 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc.: Natidnal Library Survey 



Photocopying for local Users accounts for the largest proportion of total 
volum^ of phptocopy pages in all types of libraries. Photocopying for intra- 
system loan is greater than interlibrary loan in all types of libraries ex-- 
cept with Academic libraries. In the latter instance, much of the photocopying 
involves books where the number of pages per transaction item is large. ^ 

The average number of photocopy pages per phot;ocopy item is pre- 
sented in Table 3.10 which follows. 
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.Table 3.10, NUIlBER OF PHOTOCOPY PAGES PER PHOTOCOPY ITEM 
BY TYPE OF TRANSACTION, BY 'tYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) 

(Average Number 9f Photocopy Pages* Per Photocopy Item) 







^Type 


of Transaction 




' Type of-^ * _ • 
\ iLibrary 


All • " 
Transactions 


Local 
/ Users 


^ latrasystem 
Loan 


Inter library 
Loan 


Public ^ 


5,9 . . ' j 


^zr 


* 

• ■ -3.7 


6.4 • 


.Academic ' - 






'12^0 ■ 


■ ■■' -17.3 


Special"" 


/ . " 9.2 


10.6 




5.6' • 


Federal 


10.3 


10.6 


. 10.1 


■ >' 11.5 . 


Ail Libraries ' 


8.0 ' ' " 

( If 


. 7.9, 


6.6 


' -.,9-.? 



SOURCE; King Research, Inc.: .National library Survey ' , 

When average number of photocopy pages per photpcopy item is considered j there 
is not an. appreciable difference among types of libraries or type o_f trans- 
action. The principal difference is with Public libraries , where the ayerage 
number of .p^ges is low across all types of transaction. ' * . 



A much clearer picture of the amount of photocopying is presented 
with the number of 'photocopy items broken dowiiby type of transaction,^ typU^ 
of material and type of library as displayed on the following page. In all 
types of libraries and with all types of material, the number of photocopy 
items is greatest for local users, then intrasys^tem loan, .and finally, inter- 
library loan. The difference is less pronoShced witV ierials when *^ comparing 
photocopying for local users (27.8 million) and intrasystam loans (14.5 million) 
than with interlibrary loans (5.9 million). There is a large drop in thd num- 
ber of books by Public libr'aries from local^ users (5.7 million) 'to intrasystem 
loans (2.2 million). Perhaps Public: libraries are more likely to lend ori- 
ginal book Copies than are the other types of libraries. 

A somewhat different picture occurs when the average number of photo- 
copy itema per library i^ considered. These data are^given, in Table 3.12 
which follows. . > , 
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^' ' Tabie'^sJlA. MJMBBfl , OF PHOTOCOPY I * 
^'"^^ BY OTPE 6f'W^TERIAL , .BY ^ 

(Miillon* of Pho.tocot)^ Items) " > 



















■'rType of Tfansactldn 


















Library. . 




- Transactions ' 


/ 




Local 
Users-. 


... ^ 


■ .Intrasysteffl 
Loans- 


• • 




Interlibrary 
. Loans 






AU'' 
Mat'. 


Serials. 


Books 


Other 
Mat. 


All 
.Mat. 


Serials 


'Books' 


Other -.All- ' ' . 
ftat. Mat. Serials 


Books 


. Other 


All ■ 
Mat. 


— J 

Serials 


Books 


Other 




Public 




16.^ 


8.8 " 


38.9 


45.3 


9,0 


.5.7 


30.6 • .\3.7 


■5.4 


^2^2 


J6-.1. 




'2.2 • 


0.9 


. 2.2 . 




Academic 


16,16 


6i3 . 


3.8 ' 


.6.5 


9.9 


2; 5 


IP 


5.7 3.8 


2.0 


1.6: 


.0.2 




1.8 . 


0.5 


0.6 




Special 




19.2 


i>- 


5.1 


16.5 


12.3 • 


0.8 




Ji.6.' 


"0.7 


1.6 . 


i.6 


» 1.3 


0.2 


p-.l 


I 


Fedferal ' 

< . " » 


• 

' 7.jO 


fe.l . 


,0.6 


'0.3 • 




4.0 


0.3 


o',l ;.9 . 


i.5 


0.2 


0.2- 


0.7 . 


0.6 


Oil 


<.l 




All; Llr 

bfaries"' 


.■ ■■( • 
113-.;9- 


-.48;2--- 


■ 

14'. 9' 


,50.8 - 


76rl' ■ 


21\% 


- 8.-5 


39.8' 27; 3 


14V5 


4.7 


8.1 


10.5 


5.9 


1.7 


'2 9 " 



00 SOURCEV King Researchi Inc.c National Library 'Survey 
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Table 3 12 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS PER LIBBARX BY TYPE OF TRANSACTION, 
■ BY TYPE OF MATERIAL, BY :TSTE OF' L^BR^RY (1970 

* (Averiage Number of Photocopy ItemiB^Per Library) 



fype 5pf 
Library 




All 

Transactions 



,Locar 
, Users 



^Type of -Transaction, 



Intirasystem 

. 'tioahsi^; 



Interlibrary 
Loarfs " 



All 



Other All 



Other All 



Other All 



Serlais -Books Mat > Mat, Serials Books tet"' Mat:. Serlkls Books Mat/ Mfltt SfTlslg BwK 



Public ;7,7qO 2,000 

idemic 5,500 2,100 

Special? 3,100 2,300 

^al 4,900 4,300 



1,000 4,7.00 5,500- l>iOO 
a, 300 2,100 3,300 800; 
" 200- 600U,900 . 1,400, 
400 200 3,100 "2,800 



700 3,f00 1,600 600. 

,6.00. 1,900 1,200 700 

100 400 900 700 

200 100 1,300 1,000 



All LI- ' ; 
brarles 5,400 



.2,300 700 2,400 3,600 -1,300 .400 X900 1,300' 700* 



SOURCES 



King Research, Inc . : . National Librarj^ Survey' 



Other* 



. 300 


700 


600 


■30.0 


100 


300 


500 


100 


1,000 


600 


^00 


200 


•100 


200 


"200 


200' 






100 ' 


100 


"500 


■ 400 


iOO 




200- 


400 


. 500. 


300 


100 


9 

190 
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' Ihe Average ntmbw of -photocopy itemf.per library-reflecfia the fact that indir 

yldual 'F(^^^^ liS'farles have the greatest serial photocopying for local users 

-iad!:lntM The average number of photocopy items is least' with 

serial and. book interlibrary loans, but by^far the heaviest, by ihdlviclual 

. \ Academic ^brafies. Book photocopying for local users, is greatest In Public 

fMd AciadeBdc. libraries. Individual Acadeinic libraries ^eem to have greater 

Intrasystem loans pf .photocopy Items of. books than. do the. other types of li- 

braries^ and this appears to hold for interlibrary loans, but ta a lessi pro- 

**' ■ 
nounc^d degree. * , , 



3; 3 Estimated Volume of Photocopying of Library Materials that Are 

' Copyrighted and Not CoiiyriRhted :- - ^ * , \ ^ 

' ' ^ • ^ ' ' " X _ ^ i : . ' — ^ * 

One of the most important questions addresse&/by this '«tudy is what 
proportion of photpcopied library materials is currentiy copyrighted. It Is 
noted that determination of the copyright was established by the librarians who 
reported on the volume logs and ^photocopy characteristics sheets. Some copyright 
data were not found by them or were not reported, tHbwever,. the propbrtloji of re- 
ported data is very. high. The number of photocopies of. library materials that * 
are copyrighted is given in Figure 3«4. > ■ rr>' ■ ^ 



NumbeV of 
Photocopy 
_ Items 
(Millions) 



50 n 
40- 
30- 
20- 
10- 



48^ 



50.8 



10.2 



5 38. 0^ 

:v:-:-:!:>^>:y:; 



14.9 



<-2.3-. 





^^^?M^ Copyrighted Items 



Not Copyrighted/ 
Unknown Itema. 



Serials Books o'*0ther Materials 

Type of Material 

Figure 3.^4. Nlimber of Photocopy^ /Items- by Type of,-. 
Material * . \ 



It jls clear that a very high proportion of .serials and books are copyrighted and 
that only a small proportion of other materials are co]^yrighted. If the propor- 
tioh of materials in which it is unknown whether thev ate copyri*ghted is the 
same as those known, the proportion of copyright is estimated to be 85 percent 
for serials, 87 percent for books and only nine percent for other materials. 



€4 



This proportion o£ copyrighted serials that, were photocopied C85Z) is much 
higher than the proportion of Serial titles reported to be copyrighted by pub*- 
lishers in a survey conducted by Indiana University (3). in that study, about 
70 percent of the serials were reported ^to be copyrighted. • 



./ 



A more cos^lete breakdown of the amount of photocopied items that were 
made from, copyrighted materials is given oh the following page in Table 3*13 by 
type of material and by type of library* From the standpoint of potential royalty 
payments, the picture is veiry different from that presented with non-copyrighted 
materials included* The aWual volume of photocopy items of copyrighted materials 
is substantially greater in seriale (38 million) than in books (12*5 million), 
or other materials (3.4 million) . The relationship of volv^e of photocopy items 
of copyrighted material is highest for serials in ail types, of libraries. The 
voliroe ife highest .for copyrighted serials in Public and Special libraries, but 
highest for copyrighted books in Public and Academic' libraries- With other ma- 
Aerials most of the photocopy items made from copyrighted materials were made in 
Public libraries, which "made about 2.2 million photocopy items of copyrighted 
other matierlals* Special libraries made about 1 million pho^tocopy items of other 
materials, while 150 thousand were made in Academic libraries and only ^boii^AO 
"thousand were made in Federal libraries. 

4 , 

As shown in Table 3.14, individual libraries of each of the tduv tjpes 
average about the same amount of photocopying of copyrighted serials, ranging 
from JL> 600 photocopies per library in Academic libraries to 2,500 photocopies per 
libi^iry in Federal libraries. ' Both Public and Academic libraries average many 
more photocopy items of copyrighted books than Special and Federal libraries. 

The annbal volume and average number of photocopies per library are 
given by serials, books and other materials by source of transaction and by type 
of librar3ri^Tables^3.15 through 3.20. Number of photocopy items and average, 
number por library of copy;:ighted serials are displayed in Tables 3.15 and 3.16. 
We find' that most of the photocopying of copyrighted serials is done for local 
users (21.7 million) and intrasystem loans (12.0 million) with about 4 million 
done for interlibrary loan. This pattern holds among the four types of libraries. 
In all ^.nstances, the total number of photocopy items for local users i's greater 
than* photocopying for the other two sources of transactions combined. 
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/.r.-r , ^ ^ Table 3. i3 NUMBErI'OF. PHOTOCOPY ITEMS BY^ TYPE '0^^ 

"^^^ ^ - V . ^ BY COPYRIGHTED AND NOT COPYRIGHTED, BY TYPE^OF LIBRARY (1976) 

(Mllliohs cf Photocopy Items) ' 



Type of Material 



All Materials . > Serials \ , Books Other Materials 



•1 ' ;Typfi of All Copy-^ 
j ^ Library Items fltthted 


• Not • 

Copy- Un- Ali Copy- 
rlRhted known Serials rishted. 


Not - 

Copy- Un- All Copy- 
righted, known Books rlahted 


. Hoi: 
Copy- . Un- 
rlKhted known 


Ali; 

Otbar 
rfat. 


' Not 
Copy- Copy- Ito- 
.rlebted rlohted known 


Public ,64.3 24.0 


29.2 


11.0 


16.6 


1A.2 


- 1.6' 0.8 8.8 


• 7.6 • 


0.9 


0.3 


38.9 


2.2 


26.7 9.9 


• ' Acadcaiic 16.6 /7.9 


5.2 


3.4 


6.3 


4.7 


' 1.0 • 0.6 S 3.8 


3.1 


.0.6 


0.1 


6.5 


0.1 


. -3.6 2.7 


' V Special 26.0 17.9-^ 


5.6 " 


2.6. 


19.2 *" 


15.5 


2.2 . 1.5 ' 1.7 


■1.4 


0.2 


0.1' 


5.1 


. 1.0 


3.2 1.0 


V Federal 7;0 4.0 

[' • ^-rr-^ ^— 


2.6 


0.3 . 


• 6.1 


3.6. 


2.3 , 0.2. 0.6 


, 0.4 


p.l 


<.l 


6.3 


<1 


0.2 . 0.1 


* All Li- 
























* *. brarles 113.9 53.8 

: . to - . 


.42.6 


17.3 


ti8.2 


38.0. 


7.1 3.1 14.9 


12.5 


1.8 


0.5 


50.8 


3.4 


'33.6 13.8 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc. National Library Survey 
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Table 3.J.4 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS ^PER LIBRARY mT ARE COPYRIGHTED AND NOT 
' COPYRIGHTED BY THE TYPE OF. MATERIAL, -BY JYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) , 

' \ ^ (Average Number of Photocopy Items Per Library) 



Type of Material 



. ^All Materials 



Serials 



Books 



Other Materials 



Not 



Not . • .Not . Not " All 

. :Type o£: All^ • Cppy- .Copy-j Un-' ^1 Copy- Copy- Ua- All Copy- Copy- Ua- Other Copy- Copy- Un- 

iibrarv. 'items righted righted known Serials righted ri ghted known Bo6ks rl g htga ri ghted known Mat > righted righted Known 

^ < lublic ,7,700 2,900 3,500^ 1,300 2,000 ' 1,700 200^00 1,000 900^* 100. '40 4,700 300 3,200 1,200 

/ Academic 5,500 2,600 l,70o' 1,100 -2;100 1,600 300^200 1,300 l,OOo! 200 30 2,100 50 1,200 900 

^ Specla^^^ i,lpO. TOO. 300 2,300 1,800 300 200 ^00 200 , -20 10 100 40 1,200 

* ?edVral " 4,900 2,800 .1,800 '200 4, 300 2,500 1,600 100.^ 400 300 50 30 200 30 100 100 

J. " - [ ' 

' ^ A1^' ' Li.— ' • o 

^ ^"^ hrkriSes ^,400 ' 2,500 2,000 800 ^ 2,300 . 1,800 300 100 . .;700 600 90 ^ 30 2,400 200 ^1,600 600 

= ri ' ~ ^ 

King Research, Inc.: National Library Survey • . * - , . 

* * . « 
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; with booika (Tables. 3il7 and 3.18), it is also found that more photo- 

. copyrighted books Is performed fpr local users than Intriasysteia or 

^bllc and Academic libraries photocopy mor(|jy)pyrl3hted " 
. 'to'olw 9^^^ three sources of transaction from the standpoint of 

y - 'total per library. • ^ 

Nearly twice as much photocopying of copyrighted other Mterials is 
done for" local users as Intrasystem and inter library loans together. This 
pattern holds true fo^^^l four types of libraries, although iiost of the total 
amual vpj.utoe is accounted for in Public libraries. Similar patterns hold for 
average photocopy per library." - ' ; 
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Table 3 15 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS OF SEJOALS; THAT. ARE COPYRIGHTED, AND NOT 
' ' COPYRIGHTED BY. SOURCE OF TRANSACTION,^ 3Y TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) 

(Millions of Photocopy items) 




,T^e of «^M1 Copy- 




All «Ot xuu^ci— " 

Un- Local Copy- Copy- Un- system Copy- Copy- Un- libwry , Copy- Copy- Un- 
Ua- Local i.opy ^opy uu ^ySi^A ^4^\^ikA Vnnun T.niin« ritthted righted known 



Public * 16 
Acaddbic 6*3 4«7 

Special 19.2 15*5 
FeSefal , 6.1 3.6 



,All.;Li- 

Vtaries 48.2 38.0 



1.6 


0.8 


9.0 


7.6 


0.9 , 


0.6 


5.4 


4.7 • 


0.5 


,0.'2 


2.2 


1.9 


■0.2 . 


0.1 


1.0 


0.6 


2.5 


2.0 


0.3 


0.2 


2.0 


1.6 


0.3 


0.1 


1.8 


1.1 


0.5 


0.3 


2»2 


1.5 


12.3 


9.7 


' 1.8 


0.8 


5.6 




0.3 


'0;6 


1.3 


r.o 


0.1 


0.2 


2.3 


0.2 


4.0 


2.5 


2.0 


0.1 


1.5 


0.9 


•0.6 


<.l 


0.6 • 


0.4 


0.2 


0.1 


"7.1 


3.1 


27.8 


21. f 


4.5 


1.6 


14.5 


12.6 


1.7 


0.8 


5.9 


4.3. 


0.9 


0.7 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc. : National Library Survey 
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Table 346 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEl^S OF SERIALS PER LIBRARY THAT ARE COPYRIGHTED AND NOT 

gOPYRIGHTEDjBY SOURCE OF TRAllSAGTION (1976) 

(Average 'Number of Photocopy Items Per Library) 







Source of Transaction 














- All Transactions Local Users 




Intrasvstem Loan 




Interllbrarv Loan 




. • . Not ^ All 
Type of All Copy- Copy- Uri- Local Copy- 
Library Items rij^hted righted knoim Users righted 


Not . 
Copy- Un- 
rlgAted known 


. All 
intra- 
system 
Xoans 


Not . 

Copji*- Copy- Un- 
rlehted righted known 


.All 
Inter- 
library 
Loans 


Copy- 
righted 


Npt 

Copy- Un- 
rlchted known 


"Public ,i,d60 1,700 


20b 100 is 100 900 


100 


ioo- 


600 


600 


100 




300 


' 200 






Academic 2 ,100 1 , 600 


300 * 200 800 700 


, 100 


100' 


700 


500 


100' 




600 


400 


100 


10*0 


Special 2,300 1,800 


300 200 . 1,490 1,100 


200 


100 


700. 


600* 




100 


150 


160 






•Federal 4,300 2,500 


1,600 100 2,800 1,700- 


1,000 


100 


ji.,000" 


600 


400 




400 


" -2(ro 


100 




AilXi- 


< <> 




1 


















brarles '2,300 1,800 


300 100 1,300 1,000 


200 


100 


700. 


600. 


100 




300 


200 







SOURCE: King Research, Inc.: National Library Survey 
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Table 3.17 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY' ITEMS :0F BOOK^ THAT ARE COPYRIGHTED AND NOT 
COPYRIGHTED . BY SOURCE OF. TRANSACTION; BY- TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) 

(Millions of Photocopy Items) 



Type of 
Library 



Source of Transaction 



Local Users. 



■ All Not 
Local Copy- Copy- Vn^ 
Users righted righted known 



Public 
Academic 
Special 
Federal 



5.7 
1.7 
0.8 
,0.3 



4.9 
1.4 
0.6 
0.2 



0.6 
0.2 
0.1 
0.0 



Intrasystem Loan.^. 



All 

Intra- " Not 

System Copy- v Copy- Un- 

Loans righted righted known 



■ Inter library* Loan 



Sot 



0.2 
0.1 
0.0 
0.0 



2.2 
1.6 
0.7 
0.2 



2.0 
1.5 
0.6 
0.1 



0.2 
0.1 
0.0 
0.1 



0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0.9 
0.5 
0.2 
0.1 



O.B 
0.2 
0.2 
0.0. 



0.1 
0.3 
0.0 
0.0 



All 
Inter- 

Llbrary Copy- ' Copy- Un- 
Loans righted righted known 



0.1 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



-J 



All Li- 
braries 


8.5 7.1. 


1.0 * 0.3 ^ 4.7 ' ^ 


,.8 


0.4 

f 


0.1 


1.7 


0.4 0.4 


0.1 


SOURCE: 


King Research, Inc.; 


National Library Survey 
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Table 3.18 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS ?ER LIBRARY OF BOOKS THAT ARE COPYRIGHTED 
AND NOT COPYRIGHTED, BY SOURCE OF TRANSACTION, .BY TYPE 0? LIBRARX (1976), 

(Average Niimber'of Phptocopy Items Per Library) 



4V 











t 


Source of 


Transaction 
















Local Users 






Intrasystem Loan 






Interlibrary .Loan 




Type of ^ 
"Library 1 


^Ali 

Socai 

Jsefs 


Copy-. 
rlKhted 


' Not . 
Copy- 
rlkhted 


Un- 

knovQ 


All 
■ Intra- 
' System 
Lo^s 


Copy- 
rlKhted 


Not • 
Copy- 
righted. 


Un- 
known 


.All 
Inter- . 
Library 

Loans' 


♦ 

Copy- 
riRhted 


Not 
. Copy- 
« righted 


Un- 
knova ' 


Public / 


700 


■ 590 


80' 


20 


300 


240- 


20 


« 6 ' ' 


100 < 


90 . 


5 10 


7 


Academic . 


600 


450^ 


8o' • 




500- 


500- 


30 


1 


'200 


50 


100 


* 

4 


Special 


100 


80 


10 




100 


70 ' 


5 


3 




20 ' 


6 


2 


Federal 


200 




1 


-.. 8 


100 


100- 


40." 




100 


6 


10 


20 - - 


Ail Lirr 
brarles 


400 


340 


AO 

1 


20 


200 


230 


20 


4 


100 


50 k 


20 





SOURCE: King Research, Inc*: National Library Survey 
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* VI. 10 TOTAL KIMER OE-PHOtOCOPY ITEKS bP OTHER MATERIALS THAT ARE. COPYRIGHTED, 
ii'NofJSSm?^^ Se of TRANSACTION, BY TYPE OF. LIBRARY (1976) . 

. .■ " (Mllllohs of Photocopy Itaas) 




All 



^Type -of 
Library. 


All 
Local' 
Patrons 


Copy- 
rishted 


Not 
Copy- 
riehted 


Un- 
known 


Intra- 
/System 
Loans 


Public^ 
Acadolc 


30.6 
5'. 7 


1.2 
0.1 


20.5 . 
3.4 


■ 8.9 
2.1 


6.1^ 

0.2 


Federal 


3.A 


0.7 


1.7 


0.5 


1..6 


Special ^ 


0.1 


•0.0 


O.i 


0.0 


« 0.2 



' Copy- 
righted 



Not 
Copy- 
righted 



Un- 
known 



All 
Inter— 
Library 
Loans ' 



Copy- 
rlehted 



Mot 
Copy 
righted. 



0,5 
0.0 
0.2 
9.0 



All Li- 
braries 

SOURCE:. 



"39.6 2.1 25.7 11.0 8.1 

King ^search, Inc. : National Library Survey 



0.7 



..4.9 
6.2 
i.4 

b/1 



6.6 



0.6 
0.0 
0.0 
0.1 



0.8 



2. '2 
0.6 
0.1 

<1' 



2.9 



0.5 
0,0 
•0.0 



0.6 



1.2 
0.0 
VO.l 
0.0 



1.3 



known 
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iable 3.20 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS PER LIBRARY OF OTHER MATERIALS THAT ARE COPYRIGHl^ED 
^ANdI not 'copyrighted BY SOmCCB of' TRANSACTION, BY TYPE'OF LIBRARY (1976) 

X (Average Number of Photocopy Items Per Library} - : 



Source of Transaction 









• Local 


Useics 






Intrasysteiu Loan 






Interllbrary Loan 






^ ofc' 
Library 


.All 
Local 
Matrons 


Copy- . 
righted 


Not 
. Copy- 
rlRhted 


Un- 
known 


All 
Intra- 
^ System 
Loans 


Copy- 
righted 


Not 
. Copy- 
rlRhted 


Un- 
knoun 


All 
Inter- 
Llbrary 
Loans 


Copy- 
rlRhted- 


Not • 
Copy- 
rlRhted 


Un- 
known 




' ' Public 


3,700 


145 


2,470 


1,070 


700 ' 


55 


595 


75 


300 


65 


145 ' 


45 


i 


t Academic 


1,909 


45 


1,115 


7,010 


100 


J 


55 


4 


200_ 


21 


7 


185 




Special 


400 ' 


..90 


200 


115 


200 


25 


165 


4 




1 


' io 


2 


^' 


^ Federal 
o 


100. 


20 


45 


20 


•100 


4 


80 


50 • 






2 


14 


* 


* All Li- 
, braries 


1,900 


100 


1,210 


565 


400 


30 


3,120 • 


35 


100 


25 


60 


45 




SOURCE:^ 


King Research, Inc. 


■J - 

: National Libra:py Survey 
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SECTION 4 , . ^ 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE COPYRIGHT LAW AND CONTU GUIDELINES 
. - 'CONCERNING SERIALS FROM THE LIBRARIANS' PERSPECTIVE 

The results of the national library survey can be presented from two. 
quite distinct perspectives depending on whether they are directed to an 
organization that is subject to royalty payments (libraries) or one that is 
eligible to receive the payments ^p^ublishers and authors) . In the first 
ills tance>. librarians may wish to know how many libraries appear tc have materials 
subject to-'royalty payment, how much photocopying of library materials is 
involved, and what proportion of the materials is subject to royalty payment*' 
Publisher^, on .the other hand,- are interested in knowing how many published 
materigtls in. a library are eligible for payment, but even more so^ iipw much 
photocopying of a single publication is performed acrcsbs all libraries and what 
proportion of the titles achieve certain levels of photocopying. This section 
is addressed to the extent of photocopying of serials. that takes place in an 
individual library. Section 5 presents data for individual serial titles 
sunaned across libraries which is more important to publisher.' In these two 
sections,, we concentrate on photocopying of serials sirfce they represent t?he 
largest amount of pnotocopying of library materials, that are copyrighted and 
they seem to be of most concern ^to all participants. ^ 

The fljtst part of this section deals with the overt;!! estimates of 
serial photocopying that involves jjopyrighted material. Since the Copyright 
Law involves different interpretations concerning photocopying for the three 
principal types of transactions, the following three parts are directed to each 
type (interlibrary loan, local users, and Iritrasystcm loan). Xhe total amount 
of photocopying dkibject.to royalty payment is discuss(id for photocopying from 
each type of transaction. The impact of CCNTU guidelioes on this* number is 
discussed in detail for interlibrary loans. Some hypothetical eligibility con- 
ditions are also applied to photocopying for local users and intrasystem loans in 
order to simulate the impact of possible future guidelines involving these photo- 
copy items. The final sb.tion discusses librarians* attitutdes toward possible 
royaiiSy^payment mechanisms, their ability to iiu^lement these mechanisms, and 
' other library data related to photocopying* 
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* HIGHLIGHTS * 



Volume of Serial. Photocopying 



A.8»2 mllllon-^photocopy Items are made of serials, of 
, which 38.0 liiliion are copyrighted. This ctoes: to an 
average of 2,300 and 1,800 photocopy items. per library, 
respectively. 

Pixblic libraries make 14. 2 million photocopy' items per year, 
vhich ^omes to 1,700 per library. Academic libraries, make 
;4fX>mlllion photocopy it^ or 1,600 pf>x library, 'ispecial 
libraries make 15.5 photocopy items or 1,800 per library. * 
Federal libraries make 3.6 million photocopy items or 
^;;500<per lib^ry. J . . ^ 

* - ' 

Most photocopy items of copyrighted sierials^ are. made for 
local users '(Z:^. 7 lolllio^)', followed.by:intrasystem loan 
^(12.0 million) and interlibrar? lpaiy(A.3 million)* 




Volume of Interlibrary Loan Photocopying 



• 



Of 6^.0 millio:^^ serial requests for interlibray loan, 4.3 
million are from domestic publications i The onk's filled 
by photocopies, yielded 3.8 million photocopy items of 
which 3.1 minion are copyrighted. \ 

^When CONTU guidelines are applied to the number of photocopy 
items made for; interlibrary loans, it is estimated that. 2.4 
million are under six years 'old and 2.0 million are under 
six years old and are not used for replacement or classroom 
use. When the nile of six copies or more is also applied, 
there are about 500 thousand photocopy items remaining that 
are subject to royalty payment. 

If photocopy items for serials over five years pld are all . . 
eligdbble for royalty payment, the^^ total increases to 1.9" T 
mijfcllon photocopy items. * 

Of a32/l^^raries served by MINITEX, oply 58 are found to be 
required co pay an;^. royalty payments whan CONTU guidelines are 
applied (not considering serials oveie five years old). 'Tiese 
libraries averaged^,53 phoCocppy items subject to royalty payments. 

/ ' < 

Considering only serials under six years old and excluding 
photocopy items made for replacement or classroom ufl6, 93 percent 
of all U.S. libraries should have less than 250 photocopy items 
eligible for royalty payment and 2 percent should have more tjian 
1,000 copies eli.gible.for payment. The latter percent will decrease 
substantially if the ru.Te of six copies or more is applied. 
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' . Volume > of ' Local User Photocopying . I 

• - Of 27.8 million photocopy items made foxf local users (patrons 

and iibrafynstaf f ) , 2U7 millicn are estimated to fce.copyr- 
^ ; flghtedV Of these, 19»0 jailU^ are estimated to^ be made from 
, ' ' domestic serials. . . ^ • 

' ♦ There are, about 800 thousand photocopy items made for replacement 
"^by library or classroom use by faculty. 

f Approximately Ift'^S million photocopy items are made .for local 
uiaers from serials ,under six years. old> ' 

• Aboucl7.4 million photocopy items are made for local users* 

for serials- that have more than five copies made vitbin a library. 

• App^oikimately 12.9 million photocopy it^cns aire made froii serials 
^' tmder six years old and chat hiave more than five copies made 

. within , a library f ' ,V 

• AboUti 82 percent of the transactions for iQcal use Involve si^igle 
^ copl'^s made for local, patrons (Individuals iahd institutions) * 

• Considering only serials under six.^/ears old and excluding 
photQcopy Items made for replacement or class^^oom u^e, 6?.Tiercent 
of th^ liVrariea should h4ve less than 250 photocopy items 
eligible for royalty payment. About 20 pj^rcent of the libraries 
will have over 1,000 such photocopy item^; .five , percent over 

\ 5,000 phc to copjy' items and one perc'ent of tba-Iibrarl5;s w.er 
^ 10,Q00 photocopy Items* 



: Volume of Intrasystem Loan Photocopying 

\ # Of the 14.5 million photocopy items prepared for intrasystem . 

loan, 12.0 million are copyrighted. Of these 9.8 are estimated 
\ to be made froca doncstic serials. 

• Thei^e dre about 500 ^ous.and photocopy items o£ intrasyatem loans 
ma*de~ for replacement by the library or classroom use by faculty. 

Approximately 7.2 million photocopy Items made for intrasystem 
loan are, from ^uvials under six years old. 

9 About 76 percent of the transactions involve -single? qopies^ 
made for local pacrons (individu£ils and institutions). 
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. ^ The estimated total amount of photocopying for serials is shown in 
'Figure A«l belov for number of photocopy Items made for local users, Intrasystem 
loan' and interllbrary loan. 



Number of 
/Pliotocop 
, Items 

(Millions) 



30- 


27.8 


20. 












10 _ 






0 







14.5 




5.9, 



Local Intrasystem Ihterlibrary 

Users Loan ^ Loan 

Type, of Transaction ■ , . 

Figure 4*1 Number of Photocopy Items for Serials by Type of Transaction (1976) 



The total volume of photocopying for local patrons (27.8 million) is greater 
than either inte^rlibrary loan (5.9 million) or iritrasystem loan (14,5 million) , 

Estimates of the total annual volume of f>hotocopy items made from 
serials is given in Table 4.1 by source of transaction and by type of library* 

TABLE 4.1 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS OF SERIALS BY 

TYPE OF TRANSACTION, BY TYPE OF LIBPARY (1976) 
(Millions" of Photocopy Items) 



Type of 



"-All 
Transactions 



Type of Transaction 



' Local Usets Intrasystem' Loan Tnterlibrary Loan 



Public 


16.6 


9.0 


5. A 


2.2 


Academic 


6.3 


2.5 J 


2.0 


■ 1.8 


Special 


19.?. 


12.3 *■ 


5.6 


1.3 


Federal 


6.1 


A.O 


1.5 


0.6 


All Libraries 


48.2 


27.8 


14.3 


5.9 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc. : i National Library. Survey 
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The relationship ever type of transaction exists for Public, Special and 
Federal libraries.. However, Academic libraries have nearly as many inter- 
library loans as intrasystem loans. . . ' , 

Even though Public libraries account for the largest proportion of 
serial photocopying from all sources of transaction, chey are not gt all 
dominant when considering average photocopying per library, as showp in 
Table 4.2. . ^ ' 



TABLE 4.2 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS* PER LIBRARY OF SERIALS 
^ TYPE OF TRANSACTION, BY TYPE LIBRARY (1976) 

; 0 * (Average Number, of Photocopy Item^ Fer Library) 







Type* 


of Transaction 




Type pf 


-All 


Local 


Intrasystem 


Interlibrary 


Library 


Transactions 


Users 


Loan 


Loan 


Public . 


2,000 




600 


300 


Academic . 


2,100 . 


800 


700 


600 


Special 


2,300 


1,A00 


700 


200 


Federal 


4,300 


2,800 


1,01^ 


0 


AOO 


"All Libraries 


2,300 


1,300 


7C 


0 


300 


SO'JRCE: K^.ng Research, Inc.: 


National Library Survey 





The Federal libraries have the largest average^ amount of photocopying at A, 300 
photocopy items per library. The other types of libraries are remarkably close 
in average amount of photocopying' at just about 2,000 photocopy items per library. 
How^^r, the average amount of photocopying for local users varies more aniong 
the four types of libraries. Federal libraries have by far the most photocopying 
for local users with 2,800 photocopy items per library. The other libraries 
rgnge from 800 to 1,A00 photocopy items">eirlibrary . The pattern of photocopying 
for intrasystem loans follows that of the total with Federal libraries making the 
most on the average (1,000 photocopy items per library) and with th^ other three 
types of libraries very close to. one another. The average photocopying per library 
of interlibrary loan is highest for Academic libraries (600) and somewhat less 
lor Fe'deral (AOO) , Public (30D) and Special (200) libraries. It is emphasized 
that these estimates are for lending and noc borrowing. Eiitimates fpr the latter 
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r be given in the-next. section. There Is some dlffer^jnce since some types 
of l>brarle8 lippear to lend more than they borrow and vice versa. 

The proportion of photocopying of serials that are copyrighted 'Is 
shown in Figure 4.2 for local users, Intrasystem loans and Interllbrary loans. 



Number of 
Photocopy ' 
Items ^ 

^Millions) 



30 - 

20 - 

10 - 
0 



27>8 



6.1 



Copyrighted 
- Items , 
I hNot Copyrighted/ 



Unknown Items 



5.9 



-1.6 



Local Intrasystem Interllbrary 

Users Loans ' Loans 

Type of Transaction 
Figure 4.2 Number of Photocopy Items of Serials "that are Copyrighted by 

Type of Transaction (197t0 

Special libraries have the greatest volume of photocopying of copyrighted 'serials 
at about 15.5 million photocopy Items. Public libraries also have a large amount 
with 14.2 million photocopy items. Academic and ^dsral libraries account for 
4.7 and 3.6 million photocopv items, respectivel 
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The amount of photocopying of serials that is copyrighted Is given by 
type of transaction and type of library in Table 4.3. 



TABLE 4.3 NUl^ER OF ?HOT0C0PY ITEMS OF SERIALS THAT ARE, 
COPYRIGHTED BY TYPE OF TRANSACTION, BY TYPE 



• 




gPjvIBRARY (1976) 








(Millions of Photocopy Items) 




Type of 
Library 


All 




Type of Transaction . 


Transactions 


Local Users 


Intrasystem Loan 


Interllbrary Loa* 


Public 


14.2 


7.6 


A. 7 


1.9 


Academic 


4.7 


2.0 


1.6 


1.1 


Special 


15.5 


9.7 


4.8 


a.o 


Federal 


3.'6 


2.5 


0.9- 


• 0.4 ^ ' 


All Libraries 


38.0 


21.7 


12.0 


4.3 



SOURCE: Klug Research, Inc.: National Library Sur/ey 
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Mo^t of the analysis in this report is based on the amount of copyrighted serials 
that. is photocopied • We find a total of at least 38 million photocopy items made 
-of copyrighted serials in the United States. However, over the remainder of 
section 4, we will show that a large, portion of these photocopy items may not be ^ 
. fJ-igible .f or royalty payment depending on one*s interpretations of the Copyright 
La^.^ These alternative royalty payment conditions vary by type of transaction, 
which is why this breakdown is enqphasized in the remainder of this section. As 
nientio^ed above, photocopying for local users forms the greatest proportion of 
photocopying of serials that are copyrighted. Of this amount, Special and P,ublic 
libraries account for 80 percent of the total. The same proportion also holds 
for iixtrasystem lending of photocopied serials. Th^ largest amount of inter- 
library lending of serljils is performed by PubldiTTjLbraries. They account for 
about 45 percent of^*the*^ total. Again, however, when average photocopy items ^ 
per library is studied, a somewhat different picture is revealed. These data are 
given in Table 4.4 'below. 



TABLE 4.4 NUMBER OF.PHOTOCOPY ITEMS PER LIBRARY OF SER'IALS 
THAT ARE COPYRIGHTED BY lYPE OF fRANSACTION. BY 
TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) 

{Average Photocopy Items Per Library) 



Type of 
-Library 


All 

Ttans actions 




Type of Transaction 




Local Users 


Iiitrasystem Loan 


Interlibrary Loan 


Public 


1,700, 


900 


600 


• 200 


Academic 


1,600 


700 


500 


400 


* Special^ 


tl,800 


1,100 


600 


100 


Federal 


2,5o6) 


1,700 


600 


^ 200 


All Libraries 


— — 
* 


1,000 


600, 


200 



SOURCE: King, Research, Inc.: National Library Survey 



By eliminating non-copyrighted serials and those that were listed as unknown 
ox not. iTeported, we find a similar array of data as t}iat observed with all 
miiterials Included. However, the average number of Intrasystera loans of 
serials that are photocopieo Is about the same for all types of libraries. 
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It is emphasized JSihat, while analysis of the average number of 
photocopy Items per library is interesting* a far more significant statistical ^ 
result is the distribution of libraries that have various levels of photo- 
copying. In the next sub-sections, we will present an estimate of the 
proportion of libraries that make less than 250 photocopy items per year; 
250 to' 1,000; 1,000 to 5,000; 5,000 to 10,000; and over 10,000 photocopy items 
per .year. , These data will be presented under different conditions of eligi- 
bility for' royfi^lty payment, 

V The next three sub-sections discuss details of photocopying per- 

formed fcr interlibrary loans, local users and intrasystem loans respectively. 
T!je interlibrairy loans a^re discussed first since a great deal of effort has^ 
been /devoted by CONTU in providing guidelines for interpreting, allowable levels 
of photocopying for interlibrary loan.^ Some of these guidelines might also be 
ap plied in^»the future to photocopyin^d.nvolvtag other types of transaction as 
well. Also, MINITEX provided us with in enormously valuable data base for 
analysis of interlibrary loans which they processed from December, 1975 thfough 
November, 1976. (We refer th these as 1976 data). These data vere used 
to correct national data for seasonal and *day-of-the-week effects. Thfy were 
also used to develop mathematical models for estimation of disLributions of 

.photocopying by serial titles. Finally, they provided an excellent means of 
verifying results of j)hotocopying of intetlibfary loans observed in the 

, national library Purvey. 

4.2 E6timiated V61ume of Photocopying of Serials for Interlibrary Loan 

r 

One portion of library photocopying that has received particular- 
attention is the photocoj;)ying done by one library for another library outside 
its organization (interlibrary loan). The substitution of photocopies for 
tlie lending of the original publication is common practice in the case of 
serials. For the year 1976, it is estimated from the national library survey 
that a total -of 5.9 million photocopy items of serials, were made by United 
States libraries for interlibrary loans to other libraries. The libraries in 
the national survey also reported receiving about 6 million borrowed requests. 
ApproxiJiately 4:hree-fourtli8 of the photocopies were of identified copyrighted 




materials* Serials accobnted for abr»a 60 percent of all photocopies made for 
interlibrary loan* Palmour et al, found, in 1971, that photocopies accounted 
for about 42 percent of all interlibrary loans made by ^Academic libraries (7 )• 
The. same study estimated that 95 percent of the photocopyirg for interlibrary. 
loans involved serials materials. This evidence suggests that other libraries 
may be lending higher proportion of books and other materials. 



The proportion of photocopying for interlibrary loans of copyrighted' 
serials is displayed by" type of library in Figure A, 3. 

2200 
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\ I Non-Copyrighted/ 
Unknovm Items 



1250 
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250 



:^350|| 
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Type of Library 



Federal 



Figure 4.3 Number ox Photocopy Items of Serial* for Inter-library Loans by 

Type of Library (1976) 



The largest amount of photocopy .Vng for interlibrary loans is in Public and 
Academic libraiies ot 2.2,.an4^1.8 million photocopy items respectively. Special 
libraries had about 1.3 million and Federal libraries 600*thousand photocopy 
Itemfj respectively- The Ajjsociation ol Research Libraries (ARL) reported that 
"^tlie^JJ^aries of thsir ^^esiber institutions provided about 1.7 million photocopies 
to other^ibr^rles thro^igh Interlibrary loan in the; year 1975-76 • ( 1 ). This 
suggests that a large i)y'^rMon of the photocopying for interlibrary loans comes 
from larg^ Academic libt -^rlesr , Many *of the ARL liDraries were included in the 
national libral^ survey, ^ 

The number o£ photocot>y items of copyrlghtett a^xals is given by the 
type of libraries in Taible <i>,5. .""-^^ 
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Type of 
Library 



TABLE 4.5 NUMBER OF' PHOTOCOPY ITEMS OF SERIALS FOR* 
' INTERLIBfeARY LOANS, COPYRIGHTED AND NOT 
COPYRIGHTED, BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) 

(Thousands of Photocopy Items) 



All Serials Copyrighted Not Copyrighted Unknown 



Public 
Academic 
Special 
Federal 



2,200 
1,820 
1,250 
600 



■ 1,880 
l.'QO 
990 
350 



180 
A60 
50 
190 



140 
260 
210 
60 



All Libraries 



5,870 



4,320 



880 



670 



SOlfilCE: King Research, Incit Natibnal Library Survey 



The. total numbers ot photocopy items of copyrighted serials that are given in 
Table 4.5 are not those used In mo.st of the analysis in the remainder of this 
section. These dataware compared with the number of photocopy items borrowed 
since the CONTU guidelines indicate that responsibility for royalty payment is 
with the borrowing library. As a matter of interest, the average numbers of ^ 
.photocopy items lent are given in Table 4.6*. v 



TABLE A. 6 ESTIMATED AVERAGE NUMBER. OF PHOTOCOPIED INTERLIBRARY 
LOANS OF SERIALS BY WHETHER THEY ARE COPYRIGHTED, BY 
TYPE OF LIBMRY (1976) 



(Average Number of Phot.ocopy Items Per Library) 



Typ? of 
Librjary ' 



All Serials ' Copyrighted Not Copyrighted Unknown 



.Public 
Academic 
Special 
Federal 



All Libraries/ 



^60 
600 
150 
420 



280 



230 
360 
120 
240 



200 



, 20 
150 

130 



40 



4 
90 
20 
40 



30 



SOURCE:- ^^^8 Research, Iftc. National Library Survey 
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Academic and Special ,libxaries lend similar amounts of copyrighted photocopy 
items (360 and 116 respectively). Also, the average amount lent by Public and 
Federal libraries is- similar (230^and 240 respectively). Even though the 
estimated and .average total numbers of photocopy items for interlibrary loans 
are high, the rules under the COHTU guidelines reduce the total number of photo- ^ 
copies subject to royalty payment to a small fraction of the total. . The CONTU 
guidelines are discussed first in section A. 2*1, the distinction is made*b^tween. 
photoco'pies loaned and borrowed in section ^.2.2, and the estimated total number 
of photocopy items made for interlJLbrary loans and the impact of CONTU guidelines 
are provided in section A •2. 3. 



4.2.1 CONTU Guidelines .Conc e rnfng Interlibrary Borrowing of Serials 

Section 108 of the new Copyright Law, effective; January 1, 1978, 

prohibits systematic photocopying of copyrighted materials but permits inter- 

libraify arrangementL "that do not ha^e, 4as their purpose or effect, that the 

library or archives receiving such Copies or' phonorecords for distribution 

does so in such aggregate quantities as to substitute for a suoscription to or 

purchase of such vork." The National. Commission on New Technological Uses of 

Ccpyrighted Works (CONTU) consulted with the principal library, publisher, and 

author organizations to reach a wqrkable and fair interpreta't'i6n of the term 

"such aggregate quantities." Agreement was reached and resulted 'in what are 

■ * ■ 

now referred to as the. CONTU Guidelines. 

The CONTU Guidelines place the burden of responsibility upon the 
borrowing library. Because .of their impor*tance, the Guidelines are repeated 
in full text. 

Guidelines^ for the Proviso of Subsccti^ 108(g)(2) 

1. As used in the proviso of subsection 108(g)(2), 
the*, words '".. .such aggregate quantities as to substif-Ia for 
a subscription to or purchase of « such work" shall mean: 



(a) with f^gpect to any given periodical (as 
opposed to any given issue of a periodical), 
filled requests of a library or archives (a "re- 
questing entity") within any calendar yeai*^ for a 



\ 
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' . tot'al of six or more copies oi an article or ' ^" ^ 
. articles published in such periodical within 5 
year^ prior to the date of t|ie request.. These ^ 
guidelines specifically shar^ not apply, directly 
' or Indirectly; to any request of a requesting . 
Entity for a Qopy or copies of Sa article or 
articles publi^ed in any issue of a jperiodica,^;^^ 
. . *^ the publication datfe of Which is ti;or^ than ^ 

years prior ?o the date when the request is made-. 
These guidelines do-^not define the meaning, with 
respe\:t to such a request, of . .such ag'gregate 
quantities as 'to substitute for a subscription to 
(such periodical)". 
* ^ 
(b) with respect tci any other material described 
y^^^'^ixi subsection 108(d)\ . (Including fiction and 
• poetry)^, filled requests of a requesting entity 
within any calendar year for 'a tota' of six or 
more copies or phonorecords of or frbm^any given 
work (including a collective work) during the 
entire period when si^ch material shall be pro- 
tected by copyright. 

* . 2. In the event that a requesting entity — 

(a) shall have in force or shall nave entered an 
order for 'a subscription to a periodical, or 

(b) has within its" collection, or shall have, ^ 
enterek an order for, a copy o£ phonoreco^d of 

any other copyrighted work^, material from either 
category of which it desires to obtain by copy 
from another library or archives* (the "supplying 
' entity"), because the material to be copied is not 
reasonably availablie for use by ^ttie requestin^^ en- 
tity itself, then l:he fulfillment'^o'f such request 
shall be trfcated as though the rcq1i<i'sting entity 
made such .copy from its own collection. * K library 
or archives ma^ request a copy or' pitonoK^cord' from 
a supplying entity only under those circumstdnces • 
where the requesting entity would havo been dole, 
under the other provisions of Section 108, to supply, 
such copy from materials in its own collection. 

i 

• *> ; 
3. . No request for a copy or phono re'-'^^-d or any material 
tp-which these guidelines apply may be fulfill' / ^hc supplying 
entity unless such request *is accompanied by a ^ resautatioq* by the 
re'iuesting entity that the request was made in conformity with these 
guidelines. • i 

A. The requesting entity shall maintain records oy all 
requests made by it for' copies or phonorecofds of any materials to 
which' ttiese guidelines apply and shall .maintain records of the 
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*fulflllinent of such requests, which xecoirds shall ber retained 
. -until. fhe end of the^third complete calendar *year after thd 
* -.end of the calendar yeap'in which the respective request sWall 
^ |iaVe been made. - * . , ♦ . 



' • • 5. -A^ part of tHe review provided for In subsection « - 
* . ^ 108{i), th^se .guidelines shall be reviewed not later ^than 5 
years- from the'effectiv^ate of thig bill. . ^ 

. , \. 2a«t tJ^th&'^ationaJ.'llljrary survey on photocopying was devoted to 
•the collection of data^on interlibrary^, loan borrowing, requests for serials 
tiade iy^the sample' libraries .A All esticates, in this section were deifivfed from 
£he^ borrowing data, \n con^ast: to estimates JLn previous sections oij inter- 
to obi 



'library loans ioade 



con^ 
)bher libraries 



4.2.2 



Estimated Volume of Photocopying* of Irterlibrai^y Loans yefsus 
Int^rlibrary Requests. " ' , ' * 



t " It is importdnt to make, a" distinction between interliKrary loans 

(lendin'g library photocopying) and Interlibrary requests (borrowing, library 
use) since the CONTU guidelines indicat;e that the borrowing libraries might 
be responsi%>le for royalty payments for photocopier of interlibrary loans of 
serials that "Ere photocopied^ The previous section gave an Estimate of 
^ interlibrary 'loans oy whether thel^ were copyrighted. 'Unfortunately, borrowing 
data from the iuter-l^brary loan formes hot broken down by. copyrighted. of not 
copyrighted beV^aixse borrowing for^s do not "contain this information. ' 

The relationship between interlibrary loans and interlibrary request- 
ing is? given by type of Idbrary in T^ble 4.7 ^ 



TABLE 4.7 



NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS OP SERILALS 
LENT AND BORROWED BY TYfE 0? LIBRARY (1976) 

(Thousands of Photocopy Items) 



Type of 



^ Library -Photojcopy Items Lent photocopy Items *Borrowed ^et Photocopies Len.t* 



Public 


2,209 


^ ■ . - — r: — : — 

* 1,340 - 


+ 860 




Academic ^ 


. "1,820 


2,060 * 


* - 240 






1,25Q. 


^1,800 ^ 


- 550 




JederalL 


600 


830 " ' ' 


- 239 




Ail Libraries 


5,870 


6,030* ; ' ; ^ 


- 160 





source': ' Research, Inc. : National Library^ Survey. 

These data present some evidence of the balance of lending and borrowing, ^ 
^ However,* much of .th^ difference observed' can be accounted for by 
statistical variation. « • • • 

It appears that Public libraries tfend more than .they borrow by a .tota^f about 
' 860 thoiis^d'photacQp/* items. On. the. other hand, the' Ac&d^ic; Specif and 

.Federal iibrarifes together borrowed about 1 million moire ^^copies than they Unt.. 
r Th-e/net effect is that there are about 160,000 more borrowing requests 4:han loans ^ 
from the 21,280 libraries included' in the sampling universe. . ■ . 

The average number of photocopy items of serials lent' and borrowed *. ■ 



V 

from other libraries is given in Table 4.8 below. 



Sbrary Photocopy It;ems Lent Photocopy Items ]gorrdwed Items Lent 



TABLE 4.8 . NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS OF SERIALS PER LIBRARY 
' ■ ' LENT'AND BORROWED BY TYPE OF LIBRARY .(1976) , 

/ (Average Number of Photocopy Items ^er Library) \^ 
— ; — H > TT? \ " ' Net Photocopy 



Public* 


^/ ' 260, 




160 


+ 100' 




. Academic 


600 . 




• 680 • , 


- 80 


r 


• Special 


150 


\ 


210, 


^ • • - 60 - 




* Federal 


• , 420 

« 


580 , . 


- ' - 160 


« 



All Libraries 



280 



280 



- . 7 



SOURCE; King Re's^arch Inc.: ^ National Library Survey * • 
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There Is^^n average n^t ejccesp of loanc far Public Hbradies. Aoademic, Speo^.al 
and • Fed'et'^l libraries alj. tend co borrow more than they l^nd* The next table ^ ' 
shows, however^ that-^st of the Academic borrowijig is frpm other -3^c ad emic, libraries i 

The nCimber of. photocopy items requested tftat were indicated*^ be; frpm 
'various types of libraries' are %iven in' Table 4, ^ •* 
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NUMBER PHQTOCOFY ITEMS OF^JSERIALS MM)fr FOR 
INlE^lBk RY LOA^ BY TYPE OF LENDING LIBRARY ^ \ ' 

^NB^ TYPE^ pF-^BORROfllNG. LIBRARY .(19>6) ^ , ^ 

• t ^(Tbausahds^6f Photocop]^ Items) , , * 



Type ;of . V 
Borrowing ^ 
Librar}j » 



AIL- 
Liprafies 



^ Type of Lending Library 



Aca<;Jemic ' Federal 



'Publi^c 



SchSoI Special ^Unknqwn 



'Public 
Academic^ 
Special \ 
Federal . 



1,040, 


■' 470 ■ 


o"- 


^-/^6 ■ 


-3.0 


6Q 


•2^60 . 


\ 1,360 


60 


. 60 ' ' 


. % t 0 


19b 


1,800 


■ ' 430 • 


450* 


-5.0 


* 


620 


.•>30 


300* 


14a • 


30 ' 




230 


6,ofo ■ 


2,'560. 




590 ' 


10 ■ 


1,100 



350 
.390 
250^ 
130 



1,120 



'SOURCE: King l^gfarch, Inc.: National. library Survey ". ' • ' . 

Unfortunately^ a large p;coportion*of the respomses indicated that the lending source 

- \ »*'••- t • ^ 

was. unknown*!. or was not* recarded on^the form. For the most part, resul'fcs show that 

Public libraries borrow mostlx^ from. Publics |nd "Academic libraries (450 and - , 

470 thousand, photocopy items respectively) ; most Academic libraries borrow from J 

Academic libraries; ^pecial libraries borrow heavily 'from Special libraries, 

Federal and Aca&emic libraries;- and Federal libraries borrow mostly from Academic 

and Special libraries. The data seem j;o corroborate data from Table 4.7 and 4.8. 

' - » ^ . ^ ^ 

o ' The remainder' of this^ section is devoted tp interlibrary borrowing 

«^ requests. Data came frCfm the national library .survey interlibrary 16an form and 

^ ' * * * * J , ' , 

the MINITEX data bjase. From the national library sttxzvey d^ta/it is estimated that 
» * > « 

there" are ^about 6 ml^llion borrowing requjgi», of which about 4.3 million aire 

requests for dom^tic publications. Of thej3e, a total of 3.8 million had photocopies 

made.,. The remaining were rapor^d to be filled by origin^ serial copies* or to be 

uaf^jLled. These' data are given by type of borrowing library in Table ^.10# 
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TABLE' 4.10 . NUMBER, OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS OP SERIALS kEQUESTED^VoR ' , 
- INTERLIBRARY-.LOAN.BY TYPE OF BbRROWlNG LIBRARY (1976)^ 

^ / " (MILLIONS C)F PHOTOCOPY ITEMS) , t 



'Type.iOf ^ : ~ * 
Borrowing 
Libra^ry 


Number of 
Borrowing 
Requests 


Number of 
Domestic 
• Requests 


, Number t)f 
Domestic 
Phojtocopy 
Mems 


Number of 
Copyrighted 
uomesuit^ 
Photocopy ItemS; 


* PublicJ. . 


■ '1.34 


* 1.18 


- ^ IVCfl > 
1.13^^ 
JL.25_ ' 


0.91 


, Academic 
» Special 


'i.06 -'^ 
1.80 ■ 


1.28'. 

. 1.33-. ' 


- 0.83 . • 


•Federal 




0.52 • 


.0-38 


' 0.23 


" All Libraries . 


■ X 


4.33 


' 3.77 


3\11 



SOURCE:. King Research, Inc.:. National Library Survey 



"^e number of copyrighted photocopy items was found from the -proportion of copy- 
righted loaned photocopy items to the tatal of copyrighted and ru)t copyrighted^ 
.found in Table 3.15. The values were ,6.905 for Public, 0.733 for Academic, , 

- 0I509! for Special and 0.60Q for Fedleral libraries. .The Academic iibrarjes ; ^ 
seemed to have a 'higher proportion of .borrowed photocfopies from^ foreign serials 
'th^h did other t^pes of libraries. The total number of requests for photocopies 
of-dgmest^ic serials is given, in Table %.lO and the average number of ihterlibrary 
loan photocopied >fequests per" library is* gi*en in Tabley4.ll. 

TABLE 4.11 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS PER LIBRARY OF SERIALS MAIJb FOR 
INTERLIBRARY I^OANS. BY TYPE OF. BORROWING LIBPJVRY (1976) 
(AVERAGE NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS PER LIBRAIY) . 



Type^^f 
Borrowing 
Library 


Number of 
Borrowing ^ 
Requests 
Per Library, 


Number of • 
Domestic 
Retiuests, ' 
• Per Library 


Numbep of 
Dortnestic 
Photocopy Items 
Per Library 


Average Number of ' 
Domestic Copyrighted 
^ Photocopy Items 
Per Library f 


Public 


— ^ 

160 


140 


120 


' 110 


. Acaderoic 


210 


420 ^ 


370 . 


270 » 


Special * 


. 160, 


150 


140 


/edetal 


580 - ■ 


, 360 


^ 270 


* 160- 


All Libraries 


28Q^ 


200 


180. * 


, 15P — , 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc. : National Library Survey 
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The average number' of photoTsogy items made from copyrighted domestic sdriall^ per 
' library iq highest in Acadetaic libraries (270) and lowest in Public libraries (110). 
It Is cautioned that the results involve only copyrighted domestic serialsi Li7, 
biraries should recognize that they may have a liability .f ^ * copyi;ighted f onsrign 
serials as well. * ' • 



, , . The total arid average number of photocopy items for in^erlibrary -loan 

requests. are giyeii in Tables 4.12 and '4.13. ' • , ~ 



■f 



TABLE 4.12 'NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS OF S.ERIAL.S REQUESTED 
FOR INTERLIBRARY LOAN f^PE OF REQUESTOR, - 
BYLTYPE 0^ BORROWING LIBRARY ^ (1976) 

(Thousands of Pfibtocopy Items), 



, ' Type of- 
Borrowing^ ' AIL . 
* Library Requestors* Teacher 


11 

student 


Type of Requestor . 
Individual .Library 


/ Other 
Institution 


' NQt 

Specified 


Public - 


a-,340 


10 


440- 


460 


.210 ' 


200' 


' V 20 


-Academic 
Special 
Tederal ' P 


^2,080 

l.'sio 

' 814 


780 
100^ 


-1;^40 

ioo 

20 


30 

/ 690 


* 

-170 
■3 


50.%' 
' .80*' 
• .'l 


' " 10 

50' . • 


Ali 

Libraries ^ 


6,044 


a,o7o' 




^ 2.450 


^530 


320.^ 


«. 

80 



SOURCE: Kingi Research, Inc.: National tiWary Survey 



* TABLE 4.13 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS' PER LIBRARY WsERIALS" 
- REQUESTED- FOR INTERLIBRARY LOAN BY TYPE OF 
REQUESTOR, BY TYPE OF BORROWING LIBRARY ^19^6) 
(AVERAGE NUMBER OF PHOTQCQPY ITEMS PER LIBR^iY^^ 



' Type'of 
Borrowing 
Library 


All- 
Requestors** Teach^ 


Stuiient 


Type of Requestor 
Individual Library 


Ot^ier*. 
Institution 


^Not 
Specified 


Public 


162 


2 


•53 


55 


26 


\ 24 


',2 • . 


Academic 


.686 


256 


343 


• '.10 


57 


15 


5 


Special 


,1 ■ 211 


20 


12 


. 14'9 . . 


*- 16 ' 


9 


/" - 


Fedleral 


576 


» 76 


15 


483 


2 




t 


All. 
'Libra rids 


285 


50 


76 


115 


25 


15 


' 4' 



^SOURCE: king Research, Inc.? National Library Survey 
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Totals do not agree with Table 4.10' due to rounding. 
Averages ^o^ij6t agree with Table 4.11 due to rounding. 



It is foimd, afi expect et^d, that Academic libraries are serving teachers dnd 

.students muoh more frequently than ^ther types of libraries, Tea^chers also 

\ ■ • • ■ • ^ ■ ' ^ ' 

.rely/ on Special libraries and Federal lib;caries to'a f^r degree. About one- 

* » N , . \ 

fourth of the students^ tequests are processed throjijigh Public libraries and 



nearly al"l the rest come \f rem Academic libraries* 



► 4,2;3,, CONTU Guidelinesi and Iriterlibrary Loan ( . ^ , * 

' ' "^"1 . \ ' ~~ .--^ . ^' 

' " Of the 3.77 million interlibrary loan photocopy^ Items of ^domestic^^, 
. ' • ^\ • . ' --^ . ^ N 

serials; a substantial proportion are not subject to royalty payment based on 

CONTU guideline^ ^or inter;;LiDr^ry, loans. . One way to .display this fact is by. 

•sequentially screening out photocopy itemS; by those i^publicatiohs, over five 

- " ' , ♦ ' _ ' \ ■ . " ' ' - • ' - 

years old > those used for replacement br classroom use and -the -number of photo- 

copjr items less than six copies pejr serial title made in the jfiast year wjlthin 



an individual borrowing, librax^ 



These dat^ are given ^n Figure ^4 .A* i 



Number^ qf 
•jphotocopy 
. Items 
.* (Thousands)' 



4000*- 


♦ 


3000- 






2000. 
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1"-' -■ 
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|i925| 


¥:>x;Xv":-:|l; 




;-:-:\-y:-!-t-:v:- 







^1 ' \ Items ^ Not Replace- Greater Greauer Than 5* , ^ 

Items Under — Tnent-or ' Than 5 Copies Plus i^U 

'6 Years . Classrodm ' Copies .Itemsr'Ovcr 5 

' * * ^Garc 

Figure 4.4 Ntraiber of Photocopy Items of Domestic Serials 

Requested for* Interilbrary Loans-All Itejns, Items Under 

• 6 Years^ Items Not for Ref)lacement or Classroom^ ^ 

Items' With Greater Than Five Copies (1976) 



T 



\ 



The total annual number of' photocopy items drops fa:pm 3.77 mUliion to Ih 

million whea publications over'fiye year5\old are dropped from cons;{.deration. 

Of tKese, about 3. 0 million photocopy items ^remain after replacement copies 
' , > , ' ** . A •* • 

arid copies made for classrodm use are dropped from consideration. Thus, 

• V . . ' . 

roughly one-half of che original photocopies are exempt after these aspects pf 

/ . ** ' • *■ ' *« \ . V ' 

■ ' ' . . - . • When the fivfe and,. 



the CONTU guidelines and fair use <}octrine aiffe applied. 
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under rule applies * it is estimated that the nfimber of ^eligible photocopy items 
decrease to about ,^03 thousand. ' * - , * 

The most difficult 'observation involves the number of '^holrocopy^ items 
whibh are not eligible fo;r .royalty payment because fewer than six copies of thtm 
ax^ made in a J.ibrary within a one-year period of time, A rather complex m^the- 

maticai moael:.i;?aS:jased to make this estimate*. The difficulty iA making this.'* 

• ' ' * - '\ " ^ . " ' * ( 

estimate com^s from the fact that observations of ^photocopy items were madeVnot ojily 

from a sample of libraries but also from a sample of time in the y^ar. One can pro- 

ject quite welj. Che estimate of total volume of -photocopying but the estimate of the 

.proportion (distribution) of serials that has 1, 2, 3, or greater photocopy 

..items ds qyite difficult. If one Observes that 95 percent of ' the serials had 

less than six photocopies in one week, ^ there are found to be fewer serials that 

wiy. have less than six photocopies over the. entire yeai^. The, data from the 

MINITEX files were^ extremely useful in formulating an estimate for this 'figure. 

This was done by observing tbe mathema-tical distribution of photocopies for 

one w^ek and «one year for all librarii:S and serial titles in MINITEX. From 

th^se data an extrapolation' factof was. derived for each -type of^library. A 

"detailed discussion of this apprpach is given in Appendix C. This ap^. roach yields* \ 

a Very small ,proppi:tion of , photocopies that are subject to royalty payments under 

^the condit^-ons^mentioned above \^en the serials with five or less photocopies are 

taade atfd, when the first five copies , of the remaining titles are excluded. 



^ TabJ.e 4.14 gives the eligible photocopy items by type of library • ^It , 
is not^ad that. the nuaber of exemptions for classroom use is much higher in Aca- 
demic, and Public libraries than in the others. We find also that; only 13 per*- 
^ cent 'of the total .domestic photocopy items are subject to royalty payment,s after 
the eicemptions. are applied. This proportion ranges from S percent in Public 
^libraries up to 18 ^percent in Special libraries. This proportion of serial titles 
involve^ is discussed, in Section 5.* ^ 



TABLE 4.14 NUflBER' OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS OF DOMESTIC SERIALS REQUESTED 
iOR^^ IljTERLIBRARY LOAN THAT ARE UNDER SIX YEARS, OLD, NOT 
"^R^REPLACEMENT OR CLASSROOM USE ^ AND GREATER THAN FIVE 
COPIES BY TYPE OF BORROWING ^IBBARY, (i9 7 6) 



FOR 



(Thousands of Photocopy Items) 



All 



^ J ■ Serial Characteristic ^ 

IPabiicar- ' . ]^ot for -iSreatea: Propor- 

. Type of Domestic^ tlQn,Und;er Replacaneht ^ Than tion 

Borrowing Photocopy and* Six' and* or Class*- , and* lFive of 

Library ' •Items "Years. " room, use Copies Total 



/ 



Public 


1,010. 


' ' v620' 


440 . 


90 


0.09 


Academic 


. 1,130 


.610' 


: 430 * 


^ 140 


^0.12 


Special/ 
Federill ^ , 


* 1,250 


850 


)p3o 


, 220 


0.18 


380 ^ • 


270 


260 


55 . 


6.14 



tal' 



3,770 



2,350 



1,960 



0.13 



. Includes ^ only serials observed in prgvious •column, thus^ Bach column total 
Is a sub-set ot the previous column total. ^ . 

. SOURCE: King Research, Inc.: National Library Sj^rvey . ^ , - 

A siglilar analysis was performed on MINITEX data for an entire 'year ^ 
from 132 of their Public, Academic and Special J^ibraries. Age .is gl,ven first, and 
, is followed by the other exemptions^ These data are presented in Table 4»15. 



TABLE 4.15 COMPARISON OF RESULTS OF PHOTQCOPX ITEMS OF DOMESTIC 
^- \ i , . .SERIALS REQUESt^p FOR INTERLIBRARY' LOAN FROM NATIONAL i 

• LIBRARY 'sURVEYy^b MINITEX .DATA. BASE (1976) 

' ' ^: — ■ \ ^ ' ^ * 

- ' ^ No. of Domestic Prop, of Serials .»^No. of Eli- Prop, of Photo- 

. 'Tyj)e of Photocopy Items Bor-. ^ Under ^ - gible Photocopy copy Items' 

'Borrowing rowed I^,er Library ^ .Six Xears * Items Per Library Eligible 

' Library Survey , /MINITEX * Survey /MINITEX Survey WINITEX Sur:ve^ MINITEX 

'^'^ , . . . ^^^^ 

0.12 \ .06 
0.18 \ .10 



•Public w 

# 

Academic 
Special 



120 
370 
150 



138 


.50 


'.51 


10.8 


4.8 


629 


.60 


'.53 


, ^6.2 


34.7 


15£f * 


.62 


.69 


25 . 6 


15.0 ■• 



SOURCE: Ring ^esekrch, .Inc. 
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National Library Survey 
MINITEX ^Data Base 
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T^l^c^parisons can 'be made with national\ library. survej^ data "as 
followa<^an Public libraries, the' average niimber or domestic photocopy items . c> 

is quite similar for tlxe* national library sjurvey data (120) and the 
MINITEX^data base (138), the '^oportion of serial§ .unde,r .six ^years ol*^ is almost 
identical, 'and the , average number of eligible photocopy itfms per library was « 
estimated' to be 11 in^'the national libra'ry survey and about 5' in the MINITEX 
'd^a base. The proportion of pljatQcopy items subject' to » royalty payment wa4 
estWited. to be 9 percent Inthe national library survey and 4 percent from the 
MINITEX data base/ .The.^average number of domestic photocopy items is different 
only fo;: ^cadeinioJJLbraries, where the average, number of photocopy it'ems is esti- 

' - r • i ' . * 

' mafed to be higher in^^the national library survey. The p,rop6rjtiop of pjiotocopy 
items from publications less th^n six years, old is vd. thin ten percent for all 
types of libraries. The natipnal library survey estimate of 'eligible photocopies 
per library seems to be somewhat higher than the MINITEX data base average, but 
hot too far off. ,This is reflected in the proportion of eligible photocopy items 

"^given in the last column ^h^re the proportion for the national library survey data 
is larger than for. the MINITfiX data bar^e.* The data from MINITEX seecj to pro-.^ 
vj^de good' evidence to support the national library survey data for estimates 
of .the number of photocopy items made in request of interlibrary loans. * ' . 



One hypothetical condition of '%ligil)ilit7^ subject to question has to 

dp with the .disposition of phtx^copy items made from publications pver^ Clve yfear^ 

old. One view is- that all dhese photocopy items are eligible laxcyfepf those exempt 

undej fair use» ihus the five copy rule would notj apply. Oqe ^argument i^that, 

if this were not true, there would be an implication that tfte copyright has a 

five year^ duration. If this eligibility condition exists, the total number of 

pliotocopy items subject to royalty payment would jbe as follows: 

No. 

% 



, Public- 
• 




480,000 

/ 


Academic- 


r 


- 660,000' . / • 


•Special 




620,000 


Federal , ' 


t 


165,000 " 



\ 



All Libraries .1,925,000 
fhus,' if this condition of eligibility is valid', the number of photocopy *items 
subject to royalty payment would increase from 505. thousand to 1.9 million, 
or nearly a four-fold inore^^. (This assumes,.' of course, that none of th^se 
older extra photocopy itctne fall into' the 'fair use category.) ^ ^ 



/ ■ 71 ' !i 

. ^ ' 103 



ERLC 



, * * * * >' * * • \ 

TABLE 4 .16 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS OF DOMESTIC SERIALS RE(}UESTED ' 

FOR INTERLIBRARY LOAN THAT ARE OVER FIVE YEARS OLD, LESS ' * 
^IIAN SIX COPIES, CURRENT SUBSCJliBER REPLACEMENT COPY -AND « 
FACULTY/CLK'sSROOM JY TYPE OF LIBRARY—MINITEX , 1976 • • 



a 



\ Type of \ Over Five ' Less than Cuifrent Replace-'' Faculty/ . 

Borrowing Total Years Old Six Copies Subscriber ' ment Copy Classroom ^ 

. ^Library Photocopies Tot. Prop. Tot\ Prop. Tot. Prop. Tot. Prop. - Tot. Prop.' 



ERLC 



Publii • 


3^ 


582' 


1,755 


' ' 


6A0 ' 


^ 

.18 


316 


.09. 


11 


.'003 


153 


' .04 


•Academic 


42, 


122 


19,758 


.47 


X2,917 


.31" 


5,^75 • 


.13 


140. 


.003- 


2,157 


.05 


Special'- 


3, 


715 




.31 . 


1,644 


.29 


' 279" 


.05 


0 




41 


.01 


.All Libraries 


' — 
51, 


,419 


2^y,305 


•45 


15,20] 




6,27a 


-.-12— 


-151 


^'.002 


2,351 


.05 



SOURCE; Kiii^ Rehear cli. Inc.: MINITEX Data Base , / ' * ^ 

^ ^ I - r . V ^ 

7 ' The largest number of exempt^icois came from the age rule, then, in order, five^ • 
^ copies, or less^ per .serial, current subscriber, classroom lise and 'jreplacement copy* 

It is ngted that the total number of'''exempti<^ns is less than "the sum of those 
given in Table 4'. 16 since many exeinptions are common. to a given photocopy item. 

V • . . • . • , ^ ^ . ^ / ; , 

' ' , 4.2.4- Distributio n of Photocopy Items Made By Libraries for Inter librarV Loan 

' — — : % i 

. * V- . • . 

From the perspective of libraries, one important question concerns the 
. * proportion of libraries .that will not have any photocopy items that are* subject 
to toyalty payments, pne. source of evidence to answer this question is' from the 
< ' MINITEX .data base, .These data are givemin Table 4.17 with serials over five 

years' excluded. Of the 132 libraries , .oijly 58 Jiave photocopy items that are . 
• * subject to royalty payments. These« 58 libraries have a»totai of 3,057 photo-^ 

copy .items .of dome^stic serials that are subject, to royalty payments 'for an 
.average of about 53 photocopy items each. The average number of serials, involved 
« per librar^j is ten which yields about five phbtocopy l?t;ems each that are sub- 
ject to royalty payments. "Results for the number of eligible photocopy* item^ 
summed across^ibraries are given in ^ectiori'5; It appears thaj: only a moderate 
number of journals -are eligible for royalty payment for photocopying inter- 
^ library requests.' Furthermore, less than one-half of the libraries thdt \ 

MINITEX serves have any interlibrary photocopy ♦itemsT that are subject to royalty ^ 
payments, and these libraries average only 53 eligible /photocopy^ items per library. 
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TABLE 4\1? NUMBER OF LIBRARIES WITH ALL ROYALTY EXEMPTIONS^ 
• ^ • NOT INCLUDED--MINITEX (1976)' ^ , 



Type of 
Botrowihg; No. of 
* ^ Library LibraWeS- 


No. of 
Libraries 
(All Ex.) 


Prop, of 
Libraries 
(All Ex.) 


No. of 
Photocopy Items 
. * (All Ex.) 


Photocopjr 
Items' Per 
Library* 


< <, 
No. of. 
Serials 
(All Ex.) 


r 

Serials 

Per 
Library* 


Photocopy Iteinp 
Per Library 
Per Serial* 


• j?ubMc.^ 26 


1-2 




* ' 126 ^ ^ 


10.5 


27 


2.3 


4.6 


Academic 68 \ 


34 


'■ .50 


. 2,360. 


69 .'4' 


464 


13i6 


5.1 / 


.Speqia^ t 38 


• 12, . 


.32 


. , ' 571 


47.6 


87 


7.3, 


\ 6.6 / 


' All ^ . " ^ \ 
^ ! ^ Libraries 132. 


58 


• 

,44* ; 


3;p57 


52.7 


578 • 


10. a 


\ ^5.3 : 



SOURCE: \ King Researc^i-, Inc.: , MINITEX Data Base-. . . . 

*Average based on libraries that, are eligible for any royalty pajrment. . 
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,Tlie prop'ortiori of libraries that photocopy 'at various levels are^ 
glvenr, below for different Conditions of eli'gibility. These data ^re for 



tiatlohai^ eatimates. • & • * * 

: J TABLE 4.18 ' PHOPORTiON OF LIBRARIES THAT HAVE VARIOUS IjfeVELS OF ^ 

PHOTOCOPY ITEMS BY three! dONDm^ . 

' I • (Proportion of Lib?:aries) s - , ^, . 

- , 1 - • ■ ^ . ^ ' ► - - • * 

Serial-^ V Hiimber of Eligible^rPhotocopy Items 

CKaracteristic^ ^. " ; 0-^250;^ 251 - 500 501- 1,000 >lj06p 

All Domestic .?hbtt)cbpy It&ns * OJB^ 0-10 ' .^'^ 0.0.5 - ' 6.04, 

■:E:ubllcatiori <Six Years , 0.93 : - 0.04 0^02 ' . , 0.02 

Not for -Replacement/ ' 0.93*-. .0;037 '^^ 0^01 * ^ 0Vb2 

Cla*ssrooiQ Use \ . \ . . , ' 

.SOURCE:. .King^Reseatch, Inc.: National Library-.Survey . 

f.Thus^ when all domestic photocopy items are considered, about 81 percent of the 
xitrr^ies will have less than 250 photocopy items and 4 percefnt ot the libraries 
wd^l^ have, more than 1,000. When the five and* under rule ip allied, the pro- 
portion^ will shift substantially to the left. If the eligibility condition 
concerning photocopy items is valid, the picture would be closer to the one with 
alj^ domestic photocopy items since the fair use eligibility criteria are not too 
very restrict::^ve. 

Table 4.18 does not show' the dramatij^'^letjire ^ ,by the. large 

proportion of photocopy items made for interlibrary loant^K^a^^mall proportion 
of libraries. . This pic:ufe ia presented in Figure 4.5 on the next^ge. 

, ^ ^ / < 



/ 

/ 

J 

/ 



'l07 - 







V 


^ . f 7u:- 






f: • • ' ^ .60 - 




':?;'k::::?> 
:.73.4;: 


:. ' . 50 . 






■ "ifroportion of 
; Phococopy *40 - 
! . ItCKS (%)' ■ . 


- w 




30- 
















i-I-U'.vX-Xv 

0-19 



O 



0.8 



20-39 



40=59 



60-79 



80-100 



Proportion of Libraries (%). 
; Figure A. 5 Distribution of Inter library Loan- 
Thotoccpy-Itebs by Propoirtion of Libraries (1976) 



Figure1?^.5 shows that percent of. the ph<ftocppy items for interlibrary loan 

-are. prepared for 20 percent of Xhe libraries, l^when all libraries are included. 
One-half j>i: the libraries request only^ about seven percent of the interlibrary 
loans and the other half requests 93 percent of the loans. 



Also of interest is the distifibution oj& the -number of pageis in, each 
pKotocopy transaction.*^ These data are displayed in Figure 4.6, and show th*at 
16 percent of the transactions are 1 page, 13 percent 2' pages, 52 percent 3-10 
pages, and 20 percent over 10 pages*. / 
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Figure 4*6 Proportion of Number of Pages of Photocopy 
Transactions of- Serials Made for InterliTjrarjr . 
♦ Loan Request for All Libraries, 
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A»3 ; Estimated! Volume of Photocopying of Serials for Local Users 

^ ^ \ - Thg, photocopying of serials by library staff for local' users> comprises 
the largest volume among, the three typ'es of transactions, in fact, it is esti- 
mated Jthat .about* 27,8, million siidh photocppy items are made in a year,- Of 
these, about 78* percent aje, copyrighted,* 16 percent are not copyrighted and 

N copyrights-status is/ unknown .or not*-' reported for six percent of the transaction 
responses." These data are give^^ in Table 4,19, and, the average number per library 
; .is given in Table 4. '20. \ - " . • ^ 

Table 4*19* HI)mBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS OF SERIALS FOR LOCAL ' ' > 
USERS COPYRIGHTED AND NOT COPYRIGHTED, BY TYPE OF LIBRARY, (1976) 

(Thousand's of Photocopy Items) " ' * 



r 




/ •; ■ 






Type of Library 


All Serials 


Copyrighted' 


Not Copyrighted 


Unknown 


• Public 


' ^9,010. 


■ 7,560 


900 . 


550 . 


- Academic 


2,530 


2,t)20. 


340 


# 170 


Special' 


12,280 


9,670., 


- 1,790 


^ 820 


Federal' , 


.4,020 " 


2,47p ■ 


•'1,.960 


' 90 


All Libraries 


27,840 


21,720 


4,490 


1,630 • 



SOURCE; King Reseatch, Inc.: National Library Survey 

Table 4.20, NUMBER OF PHpTOCOPY ITEMS PER LIBRARY OF SERIALS FOR 
LOCAL USERS COPYRIGHTED "AND^ NOT ^OPYRIGHTEb , BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) 

■ ' / ^ 

(Average Number of-Thotocopy Items Por/Llbrary). . 



Type' of Library 


All Serials* 


Cdpy:^*hted 


Not Copyrighted - 


UriKnown 


* Public ^ 


- 1,100 


^ ' ' 900< * 


100 


100 ' ' 


Academic 


800;- ^ r 


700 \-' 


' 100' 


100 


Special 


1,400 


1,100 


200 


100 


Federal 


2,800 

* 


1,700 . 


i,000 . - 


100 


All Libraries 


1,300 


1,000 , 


200 


100 



SOURCE:- King Research, Inc.:^ National Library Survey 
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.The .pattern of copyrighted^ serials over all sources seems \o hold for photocopying 
for ioc^it jusers • ^ K * • ^ . \ . 

\ The: largest voixirae of serial photocopy items for local users'" ocdurs ' 
:f9r Special librariesv with. ^approximately 12^3 milii^^ local user photocopy 
;£tems«^^ ifext are, Public libtaries with 9 million, trailed by Federal and Aca- 
demlc ^libraries . Publi^:^librarie3 php^tocopy .the largest prpppr^ion' of copy- ^ 
" righted serlala for us'ers C84Z) whila Federal libtaries Jia^^e" the lowest 
•proportion (iSlSSJ. , 



The estimated nuijpel: of photocopy^items of doi^esti'c and .f oreigft 
serijai^s for>iocsal users is givBn in Table 4',21* - * " • 

Table '4.21 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY I^EMS OF COPYRIGHTED, SERIALS FOR 



LOCAL USERS BY DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN PUBLISHERS i 
^ I ^ BY'iYPE-Ofe'UBRi^Y :(1976). ' , ' 

(Thousands of Photocopy Items). 



• 




» ^* ' p. 


Typk. 6f Fablishef 




Type of Library 


All PuBlishers 


Domestic 


Foreign^ 


. Unknown 


Public 




7,383 
* 


• ' '125 


- '-52 


\ * Academic 
Special 


'2-,1)20 


1,758. 


258, 


4 


•.9\670. 


' 7^1933 




39. 


Federal 


,; -2,470. 


1,958 


• iy<:^^ 511 ♦ 




.All Libraries. 

yrr — '■ 




' 

19,032 ' 


■ - 2,-592 •, '• 


.95 



SpURCE: King Research, Inc.: 'National Library^ Sxirvey . ^ ^ • 

The proportion of photocopying, of foreign published materials ig silightly 
'^more than ten percent. This* proportion is highest in. Federal, libraries (21%)* 
and lowest in Public libraries (2%). The average^ number of foreign serials^ 
photocopied .in iibraries for I'o'^al users Ms given in Table ji.22> ^ \ 
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|. ^ Tahle A.h ' NUMBER 0^ PHOTOCOPY UmS^ OF COPYRIGHTED SERIALS FOR 
* ' LOCAL USmSr BY -DOMESTIC Airo 

' ' Bt TY^E OF Library (1976)^ - ^ . 

/erage Number of Photbcppy l?em$ Per Library) 



Type of Publisher \ 



- Type ,o£ .Library All 


Publishers 


• 

Domestic 


Foreign 


Uhknowh- -X, 


Public' * 


900 


89.0 


15 ^ 


6 . ■-■ 


^ - Academic 


7QP 


' 580 • 


^ 86- ■ ♦ 


■ 1 . • 


Special ^ 


i,ioo* * ^ 


930" •' 

• • 


• '201 

• 


5 ■ 


Federal^' 

*' > - ' 


1,700 


vl,'370 • ■ 


•357 ^ 


■ ;.5; 


All tiijraries 


1,000. 


890 


122 • 


* 5 



SOURCE:' ' I^hg "Research-, Inc^^ National Library Survey. . • - - 

The htimber is appreciably high ip any type of library, .ranging iErom-l5 photocopy 
items- per ^ibrary in P iblic iib:raries to 357 in Federal libraries. * 

' ' '\'X ' - . - - ' ' ^ — ^ ' '4 

, I. Several conditions of eligibilit^y for royalty payment are ^'iscUssedr.iii 

• < ' \ - * , • > . ' • ' • - * . ^ ^ ,1 \' 

the remainder of this sectioA. These cqriditidns include characterjLstics of photo- 

copying that are described i>y lair use,' aa' well as. classroom use by faculty, and 

application of guidelines similar to those suggested by CONTU for intetlibrary 

loans* The following section discusses the effect of trhese tonditiohs and pre- 

sents results foit^domestic and copyrighted serials. One problenf is to determine 

how many or the items photocopied for local useM\ate for^eitlier^^ use 

by libraries or classroom use, ior faculty. Of.J:|ife 21.7 million domestic, - copy- 

righted serial photocopy. item§, Replacement or p^;)assroom. status- of about twenty* 

percent was not kno^^ or was unreported. Of th6 remaining photocopy it^^^j * 

however, less than one perceht was .for: replacement by libraries and, about five ^ 

perdent was for cl^gsroom use by faculty. The rest were classified as "ot{ier" 

.responses* The breakdown of this result by type of library is given in Tatblfe 4*23 

for total ghotodoify items ^ , , * ' ' ) ' 
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'Tabi«s54. 23. 'TOTAL NUMBER OF ,?HOtOC0PY ITEHS 'OF' COPYRIGHTED SERIALS FOR LOCAL 
USERS. BY fURPO?E OF RJEQUESTi BY T^^ . 

. , • ■ (Thousands og, Photocof>y Items) ' ^ 



, Type.' 

• - of ' . : • 

Library. 



.Purpose of Request 



. All Replacement Classroom .Use 
Purposes by Library ~ W. Faculty Other Unknown Unreported 



,325 



'Ptiblia 
' Acadeini c,, 
•Speclai 



■7'^56b. 
;2,p2p- 
9^670: 
2.470 



73 

41- 



220 

iBiS 
•40 



^4,747 
T.,139 
8,993 
1,-521 



i;540- 
* 458 

150. 
•237 



875- 
195. 
• 429 
. 672. 



91 



, 673 



i6,4dO ^ 2^385 ■-- 2>171 



- .-All 

Libiraiiesv 21i7?.0 < 

~:Sy'^^':- ^ : - ■ : — -7— — ■ — — ' ■ ' . — ■ 

;spijRCEV King". Research, Inc.;: Natidnal^Library Survey , * 

The, greatest amount of replacement is fpund'in Public libraries (73,000) and 
Special llibraries (10,000)/ The Public and Academic libraries account io% 
most df the volume of phofocopying performed for classroom use by faculty as 
ipcal users (325, and 220' thousand,, respectiv.ely) . ^ No^t surprisingly. Academic 
libraries report, the largest proporti9n of local^user photocopy items witl * 
Vclassfopm' use by faculty" .as purpose of request (Li%),« If 'such . classes of 
local us,er photocopying were exempt from payment, ,^the effects would appear to 
be minimal*. - * ' * - . • 

Average local user photocopy iten^s. per library are shown dn Table. 
4/23. This table" ex^ecially points out the large proportion of "wDther" Iqcai 
User photocopying (75.5%) which, on tl\^ .average, occurs in U.S,. libraries. 

,f he 'average amount of photocopying .per library (shown^^.in Table 4.24) 
follows Jthe pattern in total volume, except, .that. Academic libraries average 73 • 
photocopy items, for faculty classroom use and,^l?ublic libraries ayerage 39 photo- 
copy Items in'^his same category. ,Not, surprisingly. Special libraries average 
.the smartest jipmb^r (10) of photocopy items for.local user classroom use by 
.faculty. ' " ^ . 
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, Table;4-2V #MBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITMS OF COPYRIGHTED SERIALS FOR LOCAL USERS 
i^. ' ' - BY HJRPJOSE OF REQUEST, BY TYPE OF. LIBRARY (1976) 





a ' • 




Purpose 


of i^equest 






Library 


■ ' All' 
, Purposes* 


Replacement 
of.' Library 


Classroom Use 
by Faculty Other 


Unitnown 


Unreported 


Public- ' 


909 ^. 




; 39- 


571 " 


185 


• .105. 


Academic 


667 




♦ 

• 73 


376 


151 


' 64 


Special 


s(L,136 




10 


' 1,057 


18 


50 • 


Federal" 


i,729 


' .■ . 1> 


28 


1,0^4 


166 


470 ■ , 


* All 

Litfari^es 


.1*021 


■ ' u ■ ' 


■ / 32 " 


771 


^2 


102 



SbilRCE: jjEdng kesearch, Inc.^:, :l?ational Library Survey ^ 
Averages', All Purposes, dp not agree with Table.J^r22 due to rounding.' 

* It is possible that single pljotocopy^items laade fdr individuals are " 
eligible for^ royalty pajmient ,!for photocopy items made for local use* One way 
to distinguish these photocopy items is *tp ^isplay the distribution of phpto-"^* 
copy items by use: for* local patrons (individuals and Institutions) or for 
internal library staff tfee,^ These* dataware given in Table 4,25 on the next 
page,^ which may be read , as follows. Jn/P,ijblic libraries, 4-. 36 emillion trans- 
actions for patrons involved a single pjiotocopy item, 200 thousand transactions 
involved two photocopy items, 16C thousand transf^ctions involved between three 
and ten photocopy, and ^0 thausand transactions involved over ten photocopy^ 

Items If one does not includ'e any unknown (or unreported) exposures and assumes 

■ v:^ ' ' * \ ' ' • -^'^ , ' • . 

they are the same as those reported, we ^ave the number of photocopy. Items that 

. '7- - . - « ' . ' ^ 

have single copies made' for local pat^pns given in. Table 4^26 , ^ * 
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Table . 4. 25 DISTRIBUTION OF iNUMBER OF TRANSACTIONS 0? SERIALS IMADE FOR LOCAL 
\ USE^ BY yrPE OF USER, BY TYPE OF LIBRARY -(1976) 

\ (Thousands of Transactions) 



T/pe of . 



Number of Photocopy Items 



Ty]^e .of 
User 



3-10 



>10 



' • All^ . 

Photocopy 
Urifcnown^ Items* 



Public- . 


Patron*- 


"3,310 


60 


80^ 


0.1 . 


.50 


3,5P0" " 




Staff \ 

\ 


•660 ' 


60 


60 


10 


^70 

■ % 


' '85P 




Unknown ^ 


390 


r 80 


20 - 




500 




^ \ 
All Users^ 


4,3*60 


200 . 


160 


20: . ^ 


120?, 


4,850 '. 


Academic 


?atron 


V,32d / 


30 


• .10. 


6 ' 


10 


. 1,370 




Staff. 


> ipo . • 


10 


20 ^ 


0 


,0 


• 130 


% 

* * 


•Unknown. 


110 


* 10 


10 


0 • 


20 






Al\ Usters 


1,530^ 


50^ 


40 


d 


30 ■ 


l,i550 ■ 


Specl'al ^ 


Patron , 


'4,070 


480 . 


20> 




40- 


4,640 


(Profit) 


Staff - 


640 


0 


20, 




Q 


660 * ' 




Unknown 


210 


0 




0 


(f' 


210 




All Users 








' 30 . . , Uo 


. 0 ,D1U 


















■ Special 
















r itron 


3,430 


50 


50 




, 20 


^550 


(Non-Prof it) 


Staff • 
Unknown 


. 80 
* 10& 


' 0' 
10 • 


o' 

0 


10 ^ - 


- 0 
.10. 


90 

• ' 130" 


i 


All Users 


3'MO 


60 . 


5P,<. 


20 ' 


' 30. 


3,. "770 


Federal 


Patron 


' 400 


' • 110 


20 - 


10 


90' 


. '630 


V* " 


Staff • 


60" 


. 20 • 


" io 


0 


"o 


9p ^ 




Unknown 


420 ^ 


50 


0 ■ 


0 . 


P 


■ 470 




All Users 


880 ^ 


'180 


30 


- ;io 


90 


■ 1,190' 




Patron 


12,530 


730 


180. 


40 { 


210 


^ 

13^690 


Libraries ^ 


Staff ' . 


1,540 


.90 


iio 


20, 


.• 70 • 


1,83'0. 


• f 


Unknpwn 


1,230 


'150f 


30 


• 


30 


1,-460 




All Users 


15,-30p 


970 


320 ■ 


"80 , . 


30 • 


•16,980 



*Total ansactions do not .jiecessarily. .reflect number' of pb'^ocopy items since 
iransa»,i.ions ai^e estimate*d only f rom* chai^acteristic furms. Photocopy items 
are estimated rrom-'vblume logs and characteristic forma^T " ^ 

SOURCE: King R^ear.ch, Inc»: National Library Survey 



, Table A. 26 NUMBER OF SINGLE COPY TRANSACTIONS OF SERIALS FOR, LOCAL 

USERS, BY TYPE OF .LIBRARY < 197.6) * ^ 
' • ft * ' : • ^ \ 

. ■ r •■ . • ' y 



1 ^ > _ . ' 

^ i • Type of Library 


> 

t 


Total Number 
Of Transactions. 
^ (000) ' 


; Reported Single 
Copy Transactions 
, 'or Lpcal •Us*ers • 
(000) 

r 


/ / 

Estimated 'Total 
Single Copy 
Trai^sactions For ' 
Local \Users 

(Oob) - 


•:: « * Public Libraries 




V— 

4 J 850 


3,31Q/ 


3,8oo: 

* / ' * 


.Academic Libraries t 




i,650 » ■ 


1,320 


/ • 1.460 ' 


* Special Libraries 


Profit 


^5,510 - • 


4 

/^;o7o, 


4,260 1 


; . \ Special Libraries , - 


Npn** 
Profit 


3,770 


3,430 

r 


„ 

'/■• 3,570-' 


Federal Libraries 

\ V — 1-^ • ; 


♦ 


' 1,190 ' 


400. < 


.760 


/All. Libraries 




16^980 


12,530, 


■ 13,850 ; 



SOURCE: .King Research, Inc.: Natjional 'Library Survey 
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In this itr&tance' the number of transactions e^qual the numb^ of photo- 
copy items, •'SO that the values in TaSle 4 #26. can be used as an ejstlmate of the 
number of photocopy 'items involved in, this condition of royalty payment eligibility* 

jjUiother hypoto^tical conditilin of eligAi-lity iji this category concp'rns 

photocopy items from publications over five years old. Heje^ it is round, that a 

.smaller proportion of, publications are .photocopied than with interlibrary loan 

.where about 40 percent of the ^photocopies ai^e found to be exempt due to the CONTU 

fnterlibrary loan rule. The proportion pf photocopy items mai^ for serials oyer 

' * * . * r \ i^' ■ ' ' ' : ' 

fi/e y^ears old is found to ^be about 20 percent. The proportion of 'plder publica- 

tions is highest for Academic libraries ^(4Q percent) and lowest for^ Federal 
libraries (18 percent) j This result^s in a relative change in averag^ volume per 
library between the Academic and Federal libraries. One might speculate that the 
major reason for interlibx;ary loans being old^r is that libraries did^aot sub- 
scribe to Older issues of serials and therefore, ireeS to ^g^ copies of articles 
from other libraries* The distribution of thp> ai^e of phqtocopy items is given 
in Section 5» 

* i ♦ 

. • ' ■ - 116 ' ■ ■ ■ 
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Tables 4.27 and 4;28 are given below to ^present another .perspective 
of the total and average numbers of photocopy item^ within ^rlbr^iri^* ^ Here we 
give- , these figures foj: series under six* years, fot serials with less than six* 
copies, and for serials meeting both conditions* ^ 



4 We icade an attemift to estimate the proportion of photocopying that 
would involve seVial titles having morq than five photocopies made for local 
ysers in the past year. We applied the same estimatio^ procedure tha't^was used 
^n the interlibrar^sjjftan estimates pf the cjistributicfnfe of photocopy*^tems., 
Results? were tabulated for each library, td determine th-e number .of^, serial titles 
having one, two, three, and so'^pn, ' photocopy items" made^d^iring 't& sampling 
peirod. Obviously ^^^Sj^bstantially more photfjjpopy items were observed for local 
use than were observed for interlibra^ loan* \ 



. / Ijt was found .that a much Iwer 4)roportioh of ^photocopy items are 
under six copies. In f^act, over all ifibraries, total phc^tdco^ items 
drop only 32 percent df ter serials over f ivfe years ^and under six copies are 
;exclude^i. The distribution of photocopy items by .serial title %s highly 
skewed'. For example, in BublW libraries, 54 percent of the\serials have fewer 
than 'five copies,^ wh^h. accounts for seven percent' of . the photocopy ;Lt ems/ 
'Similar shaped distributions are found for the other types of libraries a*s well 



Table ^.27 



NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS. OF DOMESTM, COPYRIGHT SERIALS. MADE 
FOR LbCAL USERS BY PUBLICATIONS UiSeR SIX" YEARS C«.D, \ 
AND more' THAN FIVE COPIES, BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (191J6) ^ 
(Thousands of Photocopy Items) ^ 



Serial Characteristics 



Type of Library 


All 

Serials 


>5 . 
Years 


<6 
,' Years 


Copies . 

\ 


<6. Years 

and . 
,>5 Copies 


Public . 


^ 7,390 


1,460 


5; 930 


6,85b\ 


5,520- 


Academic* 


1,760 


700. 


1,060 


1,740 \ 


'l,'040 


Special 


7,940 


1,580 


6,360 


\ 

5,830 \- 


4,960 


Federal 

• * 


1,9^0 


360 


1,590 


- -lT88ft;~- 


- 1,570 


All Libraries, 


19,040 


. '4,090 


14,940 


17,390 \ 


12,880 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc.: National Library Surve^' 
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Table '4.28 



NUMBER OF Bh6tOc6pY itEMS PER LIBRARlf OF DOMESTIC, COPYRIGHT* 
SERIALS- MADE FOR LOaAL USERS BY PUBLICATIONS UNDER SIX YEARS 
OLD, MORE ^AN ^VE COPIES, BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) ^ 

(Average ljumber of 'Photocopy Xtems^'rar Library) 



Type of Library 




Serial Characteristids 



> 5 
Years 



< 6 
Years 



>-5 

Copies 



<6 Year^ 
and ^ 
>5 Copies 




890 


■ 170- 


710 


820 


660 . 


580 


• 2G0 


• 350 


* . 570 


340 


930 


190 


750 


•68Cl 


■ -580 


1,'370 


260 


320 


1,320 


1,100 


890" 


190 


700 


810 


■' ■ 480 






0 







All Libraries 



SOURCE: King Research, Ina.: National Library Survey 

- ' I ' ' ■ - 

" Since the number of photocopy items is higher for local users than ^or 

inter library loans, the, distribution spreads^ out somewhat more. Data for all 
' * . T * * • ^ 

domestic photocopy items and for; those for publications over five years old 
\^ * / ' ^ 

* and those, that are not used for replacement or classroom use by faculty are 



given In Table 4 . 29 below. 



/ 



Table -4; 29 PROPORTipN OF LIBRAJUES THAT HAVE miOUS LEVBLS OF. PHOTOCOPY 

' ^ ]' - ^ITEMS^BY THREE CONDITIONS OF ELIGIBILITY (1976) (Proportion of .Libraries) 





Number *of Eligible Photocopy Items 






.Serial » . 
Characteristics 
*» ' - 


0-250 


251-1000 


1001-5000 


5001-100^0 


♦ " > 10000 


All, Domestic P/C Items 


0.62 


o;i4 


0.20 p 


0.02 


0.02 


Publication < 6 Years 

f « 


0.66^ 


0.15 




0.04 


0.01 


Not^ for Repla'dement/ 
-Claasroom Us^ 


0.)67 

4 

» * \ 




0.15 ^ 

* • 


• 0.04 


'0.01 



SOURCE;. King Research, Inc.: National Library' Survey 



Only tvo perc^t of the libraries^ have over IGK^OOO photocopy Iteiss made for" 
local users and that tiiuaber decreases to about Otie-hal'f when publications 



over five years old and *photocopying for repfecemeot and classrooa use are 

I 

not included. By excluding single photocopy items. made fojc individuals, 
6j} by applying the five and under rule, the distribution would shift 
substantially to the left. It would probably closely resemble that observed 
for inter library loan. ' . ^ * • " . ^ 

As with photocopy items ma-ie for interlibrary loan, we find that 
a large proi)ortion of photocopy items made for local useis are prepared by 
a small* proportion of libraries • These data.^are displayed on^4:he next page 
in FigUre 4.7. . - ' ; . ^ _ . 
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Proper :ipn of Libraries (%) 
Figure 4. 7 Distribution of Local Use Photocgpy 
Items by Proportion' of Libraries (1976) 



. ^ Approxteately 20. percent of the libraries are, found to make 78 percent of the 
< \ .photocopy items prepared by library staff for 'local users. About four percent 
V pfiotocopy items are made for local users by 50 percent of the libraries 

and the remaining 50 ^percfent of the liberies maie 96 percent of photocopy 
, items for local us^rs. ^- - • * . " 



^Considering the 'distribution of number of pages per photocopy trans- 
action (Figure 4,8), ye find that 17 percent of the tjrax^sactions are 1 or 2 pages, 
29 percent are 3-10 pages, and 55 iSerceut are njore than 10 pages. Jhis distribu- 
tion is quite different from that for interlibrary loan photocopy itemn (setf p. F6) 
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Figure 4.8 Proportion -of Nuinber of Pages of 
Photocopy Transactions of Serials Made for L.ocal User Request 
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Estimated Volume of Photocoftying of Serials for Intrasystem Loan 



As noted.edrller, photocopying for intrasystec: loan requests (i.e., 

in response^ to requests from branch libraries or other libraries within a 

system) has an uncertain status regarding the proportion eligible for royalty 

" ' . " , - . y _ ■\ ^\ 

payment. In this- section we provide some breakdowns of ISL^photocopying of 

'serials which might be,, useful in this regard. 

■ - ■ \ '■ v • 

The amount of photocopying; by library staff for intrasystem loan 
(ISL) Is quite high. In fact, it appears that^he total vdlume of photocopy- 
ring fpr this source of request is Higher £han for interiibrary loaft^ However, 
in reviewing individual responses, it was noticed that a fair amotiht of photo- 
,copying involved a large number of photopopy items (say, 20) of a single page. 
Perhaps some of this* is a regular- photocopying of title pages or tables of 
contents that may be used for display in branch libraries or for current 
awareness distribution for organizational offices. 

The total photocopying for intrasystem loan comes, to nearly 14.5 
million photocopy items. Of those about 82 percent were indj.cated to hd copy- 
righted, and the copyright status o£ .approxijitately 5.5 percent was recorded as 
unknown' or was not reported. These' results are Irep^ttd-in Table, 4.. 30 by t^pe 
of library. , . / * ' * 



Table 4.30 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS OF SERIALS FOR INTI^SYSTEM LOAN, BY 
COPYRIGHTED AND NOT COPYRIGHTED, pY TYPE OF LIB?ARY^ (1976) 



(Thousands of Photocopy Items) <^ 



\ * ■ 


Type of Library 


Ail Serials 


Copyrighted^ 


Not Copyrighted 


Unknown 


Public ' 
Atrademic 
' Special' 
' Federal 


5,370 
2,0U) 
5^630 
1,460 . 


4,680 

4,780 
860 


540- 

300 

290 

600 , 


150 

80 .5 
560 

< 10 


r . 

All Libraries ; 


14,470 


11,950 


1,730 


79b 


SOJJRCE: King Research,, Itic: 


' National Librairy Survey 
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The largest volume of copyrighted serial photocopy items fot Intra^ystem loan 
is found in Special libraries (4.8 , million)* 'and Public Libraries (4.7 million) 
arid' the least in^ Academic and Federal libraries (1.6 million and .9 milliron,- 
respectively) . However , as^ shown; in* Table 4,31, ,the Federal Xibtaries average 
the greatest photocopying for intrasystem loan with J, 000 photocopy^ items^ 
^per* library. • 



* Tabre' 4.31 NUMBER. OF PHOTOCOPY JfEMS PER LIBRARY OF SERIALS >FOR INTRASYSTEM 
iUAN BY copyrighted' AI^ NOT CO]^IGHTED,^ BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) 

/Avferage^ Number of Photocopy Items :Psa;/LibT;ary)' 



Type of Library 


-Ail Serials 


Copyrighted 


Not Copyrighted / 


Unknown 


Pubiib V 


.60Q 




'600' 


. 100 






'Academic * * 


700 




500 


100 


{ 




Special. 


700 




•600 






100. J" 


Federal . 


1,000 




600 , - 


' < 400 • 






All Libraries 


700 




^ 600 


. 100 




SQURCE: King Research, 


Inc. : 


National -Library Survey 





Of the total copyrighted j^hotocopy items prepared ik response to 
Intrasystem loan requests, 9.8 million are. from serjLals published domestically 
(Tables 4.32 and 4.33). The estimated number pf photocopy items or foreign 
published serials is highest for Special libraries ^(714 thousand) and^ this 
number is very low for Public libraries (less than 1,0*00 photocopy it'ems) . * 
, Thiis, the average photocopying of domestic serials remains^ high in. Public 
l»ibraries (550 photocopy items per library) ana decreases for the other three 
types of libraries (raging from 230 to 440 photocopy items per library) . 
.We note that the largest proportion of unknown or unreported domestic or, for- 
;eigri .publisli[er status is for Federal liirai?ies. 
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Table. 4.32. NUMBER OF PHOT'OCOPY ITEMS 0? CO^YfelGHTED SERIALS FOR INTRASYSTEM 
*apAN, BY DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN SERIALS, BY 5CTE OF LIBRARY (1976) 

(Thousands of Photocopy Items; * . 



Type, of Library 


All PubWshe'rs 


Domestic 


Foreign 


: ^"T 

"Unknown 


Public • 


4,680" 


4,5$0 • 




■ 88 


Academic 


• 1,630- 


.1,150 


461 ' 


1 


Special 


y 4,780 


3,(750 




318 


Federal 

, - '> . , • 


• . , 8^ ' 


.y 330 


189 


.337 


'^^All Libraries 


11,950. 


9,820 . 


1,365 


■765- ^ 



SOURCE:^ King Research, 'Inc. : National Library Survey 



-i'able 4.33 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPf ITEMS PER LIBRARY OF COPYRIGHTS) SERIALS FOR 
LOAN, BY DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN .SERIALS, ^BY -TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) 

/ (Average Number of -Photocopy Items Per^Library) . 



Type of Library 




^pe 


oiE Publisher 




All Publishers 


Domestic' ' 


•a 

Foreign 


Unkhown 


Public V. - ' 
Academic * 
-Sp/cial 
^deral 


600 
• '[y 500' 
- . *600 
* 600 


- 550 
380 
440 - 

230/^: 


• 9. 
*152 

84 ■ : , 

132 ■ 


10 
7 
37 
236 


All Libraries^^ 


^-^^ 600 


460 ^ 


.64 . . .7; 


■36 



SOURCE 



: King Research, ^Inc,: National Library Survey 



r 



The volume 'of photocopying for intrasystenTioans^ for— repj^ement 



by librarifes tor for classroom usfe,by faculty is low, as was found* in jphoto- 
.cppying of se:^als requests from the other two' sources of transactions. In 
fact,-* it .is. estimated that only about 215 thousand replacement3 by libraries 
arid 237 thousand photqcopy items for classroom use by faculty are for intra- , 
system photocopying. Again, as depicted in Tables 4^34 and 4% 35, the total ^ 
number ^of photocopy items reported in the national survey as unknown or not 
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reported^s fairly high. Public libraries have the highest volume of replace- - 
•xient^iut, they an libraries ha^:^-.feW highest ayerage* .Academic libraries 

have the highest volume and. average of photocopying for classroom use by yfacUlty 
from Intrasystem loans* / • • " • . 

Table 34 NUMBER ;0F PHOTOCOPY ITEMS OF COl^IGHXp) SEl^ALS FOR INTRASYSTEM 
• ' MANS BY PURPOSr OE REQUEST^ BY TH^E OF m . . • , ; 

' (Thousands of Photocopy Items) . . 









'Pufjp'ose of Request 




' Type of 
iiibrary 


" All 
Purposes 


Replacement 
by Library 


Classroom ' 
Use by 
Faculty 


Other 


. - / • 

Unknown 


"iUnreported* 


Public 
* 

Academic 


"4-,68p 
.1,'630- 


163 
- 25 


■ 14 
205' 


3,^13' 
'1.308 


1,057"> 
• ■ 49 


^3.3. 
' • 43^- 


Spedial 


4,780 






3,582 


■ 239 


• '.95y 


Federal , 


860 


27 - 


. 18 


' 464 


20? 


' ■""142 ^ 


All 
Libraries 


11 ,950 


215 


: \ • 

237 


r 


1,554 ■ 


1 

■ /l,577 • 



SOURCE: tKing. Research, Inc*: National Libxary' Survey 

Table 4.3^- NUMBER OF PHO'TOCOPY ITEMS PER LIBRARY OF COPYRIGHTED SERIALS FOR 
INTRASYSTEM LOANS BY PUREOSE OF REQUEST, BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) 

(Average Number of Photocopy Items Per Library)* > 









• Purpose of Request' 










Classroom 




It 


Type of; 
Library 


All 
Purposes * 


Replacement 
by 'Library 


Use by. 
Faculty * 


> 

Other Unknown 


Unreported 


Public 


-564 


20 


2 . 


. 36'3 • ■ ;* 127 


52 


Academic 
* 


538 • 


-•, 8 


68 


432 . 16'. 


14' ■ 


Special 


' 562 






421 28 • 


113 


Federal 


^01'-> . 




13 . 


^ ■ . 324 ' ue"^ 


99 


All > ' 
Libraries 


■ 


10 


^ 11 


393 71 


" 74 ■ 

_ • _ . 



SOURCE: King Research,* Inc* : National Library Survey 
^*Avera^^, All Purposes," do not agree with Table 4t33 due to rqundfng. 
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* S Fewer hypothetical conditions of eligibility for royalty payment have 
been studied for intrasystems JLoanfe than for interlibrary loans and local lisers. 
We havc*,/however, lo9ked at the niupher of photocopy ^itenis made, for serials over* 
.five years *^ld (see Tables 4*37 and 4*3,8) . Da'ta for photocopy itemy that^jire 
single^ copies made for*?3,ocal patrons (individuals. ar\d institutions)/ are presented 
in Table 4*3e\on the- following page* " . 



\ 



. f 



} 
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. 126 



? 

4, - 
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Table 4 ,36 -DISTRIBUTION -pF^JUMBER OF TRANSACTIONS OF SERIALS HADE FOR JNTRA-r 
' SYSTisM tOANS BY TYPE^^FJJSER^ BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (W76) 

.4 f ~ (Thousands of^aniactions) 



V 



Type of ^ Type of 
L ibrary '^seri - 



Number of Photodopy Items 



3-10 



>10 



All' 
Photocopy 
Unknown 1 1 ems *- 



Public ; ' Patron * 600. 

Staffs, _ ' 230 
Unknown 360 
All Users, 1,190 



10 
AO 
■0 
50 



10 
0 

90 



40 
- 40 
10 
' 90' 



660 
390 ' 
370 - 
1,420 



Academic 



Special 
'(Profit). 



Patron - 


*l,26b; ■ 


30 


60 


Staff 


. 150 


.•20 ■ 


0 


Unknown 


5b. . 




' . . 0. 


All Users 1/460 


50 


«P 


Patron - 


630y^ 


.10 




Staff 


.140 


50* 


60 


Unknown 


'70 , 


• 10' 


' . 40 


All " Users 


..' 840 


70 


160' 



0 

0. 



. 0 



. 1 



1,350 
170 

0. 50' 
0 . 1,570 



10 



10 



710 
250 
120 
i,080 



Special 
(Non-profit) 


Patron 
Staff 


. 46 






f 




50 
^ 0 


*^'' 


Unknown 




1 « 
- ■ ' 0 








0 




All Users 


40, 




10 


0 


^ " 0 / 


.50 


Federal 

0" 


Patrpn 


3I0 




10 


0 


0 / 


• 340* 




Staff. 


10 






0 
0 




10 




^dJnknown 
All Users 


370 ' 


0. ■ 

0 ^ 


■ 0 . 
•10, 


' 0 


30 
380 


All • , • 


Patron ^ 


2,860 


• 50 


150 


0 


50 


3V1IO 


Librariefs - 


Staff 

•Unknown 510 
,A11 Users 3,900 


no 
io 

170 


140 
40 
330 


0 
0 
0 


^40 
' 10. 
100" 


820 
570 
4\500* 



*Total transactions do not necessarily reflect number of photocopy Items since 
transactions are estimated onXy from cjiaracterlstlc £orms.. Photocopy items , 
are estimated from volume longs and chai^acteristlcs fonns. 

SOURCE: King Res ear chr Inc.: National Library Survey . 
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The numbers of .photocopy items over 5 years old are idisplayed jLn, 
Table 4.'37.^by .type of library. / , . 

" Table 4*37 ^NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS bF DOMESTIC, COPYRIGHT SERIALS 
' MADE FOR INTRASYSTEM LOAN FROM PUBLICATIOJ? OVER FIVE . 
. « * - YEARS OLD BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976); 

• . * . k 

(Thousands of Photocopy Items) 





' T^e of . 
Library 


All * 
" Serial* 


" . Years' 


of Serials 

6 

Years- 






> 


'.Pubiic 


"4,590 


1,330 


3,260 


( 


• 


1 


Acadeaic 


1,150 . 


320 


830 








, * :Special 


• 3,750' 


.790 


♦ -2,960. 


>• 


> 




.Federal 


. 330 , 


170 


150 








^ 

AllTLibfaries 


9,820 


.'2,650. 


7,170 


-V 





SOURCE:^ King Research, Inc.: National" Library Survejr 



^ The average numbers of photocopy items per library for serials over' 
five-years old are given in Table 4*38. \^ \ • - 

Table 4.38 NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS PER LIBRARY OF DOMESTIC, COPYRIGHT , 
SERIALS MADE FOR INTRASYSTEM LOAII FOR PUBLICATIONS OVER 
FIVE. YEARS OLD BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) " . 

(Average Number df Photocopy ^Ltem^ Per Library) > „ 



1 


Type' of All 
Library • Serials 


•Aee of Serials- •■ 
>.5 Years " ' <f, Years . - 




> 


Pub^c ■ ^ 


550 . 


160 390 - 






. Acatonifi^ 


380 • 


'106 ' • 274" 






SpecO^l y" 


■440 


92" .348 






Federal^ . ^ ^ 


230 


115 . " 115 ■ 






• 

All Libraries 


460 


124 ' 336 




* 

f * 


SOURCE': King Research,^ 
• * 

* 


Inc.': 


National Library Survey 






r 

< 




■ ^ * * 

123 


r 

% 

% 



< o 
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• ' One feature of Intrasvstem loans that has been noted ds thv number 

of .loans that involve transactions with one or two pages of a numbej: of copies 
These tvansactions* may be for photocopies of the title pages afid/or tables of 
content that ar6 sent to branch libraries for current awareness^ The extent of 
this phenomenon is displayed in .Table 4.39*. 

The distribution of number of pages for intrasystem loan^hoto- 

copying items is shown in Figure 4,9 below,. It indicaces that *25 percent of 

' * 'I ' , . 

photocopy items are one page, ll' percent; are two pages, 48 percent 'are 3-10 pages 

and' 17 percent are more than 10 pages,. * \ ^ ' \ ^ 



i 

Proport^-on of . 
Transactions 



60- 




.50- 




40- 




30 - 




20- 






10 - 






n 






^ 1 



IiT'M"'"!'!'' 



■:v.\v:-:-:"X' 



ill 



3-10 



>10 



Number of 'Pages _ 
•Figure 4.9 Proportion of Number of Pages of Ph3tocor, 
Transactions of Serials Made fot Intrasystem Loan Request 
For All Libtaries 
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Table 4/39 NUMBER OF^PHOtOCjO^Y^jTRANSACTIONS QF SERIALS M^DE FOR, 
INTRASYSTEM LOAN THAT HAVE SINGLE PAGE AND MULTIPLE '4 
COi?IES BY, TYPE. OF LIBRARY (i976) .>^^ 



(Thousands of. Transactions); 



1 ' 


y..'- 2 • • ■ 


3-10 


10 n 


l^e of .All * .1 \Z >2 
Library Transactions* Copy Copies Copies 


■ 1 2 >2 
Copy Copies .Copies 


1 2 >2 
Copy Copies Copies 


~1 2 .->2. 

Copy Copies Copies_ 


.Public- 1^45 380' 30 JO 

Academic " 1,500 , 15Q "20 20- 

'•All^ ^- . . ■ 
Syitikl 990' 100 10 • . 30. 

FjTderal 340 10 ' 2 <1 


120- %0 ■ .r- 
150 *1^ . Cl 

90 30 3Q 
30 Jfl <1 


390. 10 20 1 
770 ■ 10 10, 

• 480, , 20. 66 
' 190, . ^l 5. 


•'20 . 8 
''340 20 - 10 

140.. 10 . 6 . 

110 -61 • 


LiBiSries 3,870 ' .646 . 60 120^ 


390 40 * • 30* 


1,830 40- 90 


610 30 ^ 20 



^Transactions do not include those where riuober of pages or copies are not reported 



SOURCE-.: " King Research, Inc.: National Library Survey . 
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CcpyglRht Rt^yalty Library .Survey ' • . 

M part of our -study, a questionhaite'was#^ent tq, the sample of 
libraries from the national si^rvey^ after data on photocopying had* becA col- 
lected* /This "CopyrigKt ^Royalty Library Survey?* requested data on the following: 

Nuttber of ^photocopying nachines ''and .nuni)er\of, ea^ 
* Photocopying and, ILL^costs * x r "So ' 

' ••Librarians* preferences for alternative royalty payment nechanisms^ 

• Librarians^ aasesswent of ^he impact of a royalty payment, mechanism. 

This ^section describes, ;cesppn8es to this survey. 
* • < - 

^•5.1 Estimated Number Of Photo cop ying Machines * ' ^ ' ^ 

•Ubrarians were 'asked to report the* number of papef-rto-paper photo- 
copying machines* in their liBraries, in each of the following ^categories: 

' 1» To tap number of pape^-to-paper photocopying machines operated 
..by or in the "library. " ^ ' ♦ • 

\v . ' J * 

2. Number of machines reported in (1) which are regularly (at 

%f> ^f^^P °"ce per. week) ivsed by or for library staf f or patrons 
i for copying •library materials.* ^ • ; • 

3. * Number of machin^Ss repdrted In (2) usei exclusively by library 
. 'patrons for th^ unsupervised copying of library materials. 

" ^ These- questions were a^ked so that we couldVistinguish machines used 
ekclusiveiy for off ice .copying from those used totally or partially for the . 
copying of iib;rary materials. We discovered in several pretests of this y-^O^ 
questionnaire that it is difficult for librarians, ^especially in smaller^ 
libraries id.th' fewer machines, to distinguish between machines used only by 
staff "and machines used only by pa^ns, hence the'vprding of Question^ 2. 
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Question 3 was incltided to differentiate machines used exclusively by pajrons 
from other machines.^ This was ^done so chat we could identify copies or laachines 
which would not be included in the category, "by or for libr.ary staff." 

Results are displayed in the Table 4.A0. The average number of 
phptocopying machines in Academic libraries is 3.7.oachine per library." The 
highest value reported is 64 machines, while the low value is 1, evidence or 
a- very skewed distribution. The l6w average is due to the large proportion of 
U.S* Academic libraries that are small colleges such as community colleges and 
other small academic institutions* ' * ^ 

The average number of* Academic library machines used by staff or 
patrons for the photocopying of 'library materials is slightly less, 3.2. ,The . 
average number of machines jised exclusively by library patrons for their own 
copying of library materials is 2.0. If 2.0 is subtracted from 3.2, the nuat^c 
1.2 is generated, which represents an estimate of the average number *of machines 
in U.S. Academic libraries responsible for the volume of Academic library 
'^photocopying estimated .inj the national library survey., 

' The average number of paper-to-paper phptocopying machines in Public 

libraries is 1.7 machines. This low number is accounted fox by -tKe large 
number of small Public libraries in the United States serving populations of 
* less than 25,000. When these smaller libraries are not included, (they' com- 
prise approximately 82 percejfit of the population of U.S. Public libraries), 
the average number of machixtes in the remaining population rises to A. 5 maclhines. 
this is evidence of a distribution skewed towards the high end of the scale. 

. ' Both Special and Federal libraries have fewer machines per library 

than Public an4 Academic libraries, with 1.^1 and 1.5 machines* It is noted 
that both Special and Federal strata included. significantly more libraries 
reporting zero machines of their own than the other two categories. The 
paller size of most Special and Federal libraries presumably results from 
their reliance upon their parent, institution's , machines ^f or their photocopying 
•of library cjaterials. . v . 
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Table 4; 40 NUMBER OF PAPER-TO-PAPER PHOTOCOPYING 
^ MACHINES PSR LIBRARY^ OR LIBR^iRY SYSl^M 
BY CATEGOR^OF MACHINE, BY TYPE LIBRARY (1976) 

(Average Number of Machines P^r Library) 



Type of Library 


Category of Machine 


Average Number of Machines 




Total Nuinber ^ ^ 


1.7 


Public. 


Staff or Patrons 


1-7. 


• 


* Pa^trons Only^ ^ 


.7 




Total Number 


" ^ 2317 


Academic 


Sjtaff^or Patrons 




* 


Patrons Only 


..-■7 2.0 




*- 

Total Number 


. ix.i 


Special * 


Staff or Patrons 


.1.1 


Patrons Only 


.3 




Total Number 


1.5 


Federal 


Staff or Patrons 


1.5 




i^rons- Only 


.6 • 


All Libraries 


Total Itfumber 
Stpff cr Ftfcrons 
Patrons Only 


1.7 

\ 1.7 , , 
*^ .7 



.SOURCE: King Research, Iiic: National Library Survey 



"What iS' the TOTAL number of paper-to-paper photocopying machines 
^ operated by or in your library?" . 

"How many of the machines reported in (1) above are regularly (at 
least onco yer week) used by or for library staff or patrons for 
copying library materials? ^(Exclude machines used exclusively 
for of f ice-type, copying such as correspondence, catalog cards, 
etc.)" 

"How many ci the machines reported in (2) above are used exclusively 
by library patrons for the unsupervised copying of library materials? 
(By "unsupervised" is meant that patrons may operat^the machines 
" " without the direct permission or assistance of library staff, as 
in. the case of patron-operated coin machines.)*' * 

• • 

It may appear that the number of machines which might need to be 
monitored for photocopying is quite low. This impression, however, may be 
somewhat misleading, since there :.s evidence of very skewed distributions. 

•4 
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Those, libraries, jndst likely to photocopy the largest volumes of copyrighted' 
<taaterials have' moije photoc9fying machine and make heavier use of them,' Yet^^ 
the majority of libraries have relevant machines, -especially whBn machines - 
for -of f ice copying and exclusive patron use are excluded, 

' ^ * ' A^morq genera-1 picture is given by estimating the total number^^of 
paper-to-^aper photocopying machines in U.S. libraries, by type of library,, 
as sTiovm^in iable,4..41.. Public, Academic, ^peci^f, and.^'ederal libraries in 
the united States operate a total of approximately 37 thousand paper-^to-paper 
photocopying machines. Of these, about 35 thousand machines are used by Ifbrary^ 
staff or patrons for copying library materials. ^ ' *■ v ' * ' 

* - -er • - 

Table 4.41 NUMBER OF PAPER--TO-PAPER PHOTOCOPYING . . , * 

MACHINES IN U,S, LIBRARIES BY CATEGORY OF- - 
MACHINE,' BY TYPP OF LIBRARY (1976) 

(Thousands of Photocopying Machines) 



: Type of 
" Library 




Category 


of Machine 




Total^ 
Number. 


Staff or 
Patrons 


Patrons 
" Only 


Relevant 
Machines' 


Public 


14.1 


' ■ 14.1 


5.8 


8.3 


Academic 


\ 11-2 


' .9.7: 


^ 6.1 


• 3/6 
<• 


Special 


, 9.4 ■ 


V9.4 ' 


2.6 . 


6.8 


Federal 


24 


2.1 


.9 


1.2 


Total 


36.8 


35.3 


15.4 


19.9 



* ^ SOURCE: King Research, Inc.: National Library Survey 

> 

Appi;oici5iate^yT.5 thousand of these machines are used exclusively 
by library^ patroos. ^ 

^ If we subtract these last two ffgures, we obtain approximately 
20 thousand "relevant machines." This is an estimate of the total number of 
machines in the United States upon which library materials are photocopied 

■ -. ■ : { 



101 



by library .staff , excluding machines operated exclusively by patrons. Public 
libraries accounted, fpr nearly 42 percent of these machines, , Special libraries 
for 34, percent. Academic libraries for 18 percent, and Federal libraries for 
6. percent ♦ ' * ' 

'4-.5*2 Estimated Volume of Number of Photocopy Exposures 

■ ; ■ ■ • ■. ■ ■ 

% t^tibrariahs were also asked to record the total number of exposures* 

laade^on the three categories, of paper-to-paper photocopying machines described 
in the previpus section. These results are described in. Table 4-42* Some ' 
librarians do not know the total annual exposures because maintenanc*eS)f these 
machines 'is performed by a contractor or ahpther department within the parent 
Institutioh, ' , * - . . ^ 

. This* lack of knowledge among librarians may haye implications for s^ome 
alternative royalty payment mechanisms* For example, if an exise tax or 'fee on 
machines ( 8) were to be levied only oh machim^s operated in libraries, one would 
need to take into Recount libraries which do hot have f inancial^or accounting 
responsibility for their machines** 

^ Again, these data show a substantial difference between total photo- 
copies per library and the number of photocopies which are potentially eligi- 
ble for royalty payment (i«e«, those photocopies made by or. for library staff)* 
For example, the average annual number of total exposures for Academic libraries 
was ,347 thousand • On machines used by Academic library staff or patrons for 
copying library materials, an average of 317 thousand exposures was made. Of 
these, an average of 202 thousand exposures per library was made on machines used 
exclusively for patron copie?. Subtracting the last two figures, we find that, 
on the average, 115 thousand exposures per Academic library are potentially 
eligible for royalty payments* This number would be fiither r^duceu through exclu- 
sjU)n of non-library materials, fair use photocopying, "non-copyrighted materials, etc 



*The reader is cautioned that the tern "exposures" is not ^qual to the term 
"pages," since a single .page of a source item*ma> ^require more than one 
exposure to make a complete photocopy, and vice versa* 
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Table 4 . 42 NU>fflER OP EXPOSORES ON^ PAPER-TO-PAPER " ^ 
I . PHOTOCOPYING MACHINES PER LIBRARY BY * 
' . CATEGORY OF MACHltlE, BY TYPE oV LIBRARY (1976) 

' XAverag^.^ Number of Exppsures Per Library in Thousands) 



i V 



Type • 
of * 
„ Library--^ 




Category 

^ of 

. Machine ♦ 


Ekposures 
per Library 
(Thousands) 




Public' 


(1) 
(2) 
(3) 


Total 

Staff or Patrons 

Patrons Only 
• 


75 

57-' 
- 16' 


* 


Academic 


(1) 
(3) 


Total. 

o uaiTi. ox^ JtTaux^onb 
Patronc Only 


^ 347 • 

202 " . 




Special 


•'(1) 
•(2>. 
(3) 


Total; . 

Staff or Patrons 
Patrons Only 


162 " . " 
,146 
Not Available 




Federal 


(1) 
-(2) 
• C3) 


Total' ^ 
Staff or Patrons 
Patrons Only 


246- ' « 
234 

Kot Available ^ . • 




Ail 

Libraries 


ah 


Total ^ 
Staff or Patrons 
Patrons Only 


160 
141; 
^ot Available 





SOURCE: Kirtg Research, Inc.: National Library Survey 

This figure would.be /educed even futher if we excluded non-copyrighted ma'terials, 
books, occasional unsupervised patron copying and nonrlibrary materials that 
are also )copie^ bn machines operated by or for, library staff. 

When exposures per library are considered. Academic libraries have the 
largest number, with 347 thousand exposures per library, followed by Federal (246 
-^hbu^and)'^ Special (i62 thousand) , and Public (75 thousand). A slightly 
• different picture is creat.ed by looking^ at exposures per machine, which takes 
into account the different number of total machines per library. • 

° I . In, Table 4.43 we see that, in terms of use marfe of individual machines. 
Federal libraries are the largest,* followed by Special libraries, then Acadeihic 
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.libraries and Public libraries. The Federal libraries ratio is affected by 
"tbe large ^laational libraries, whil^ presumably the .^(^cial library ratio is 
also/ affected by the Ueavy'^'use of individual machines '•eiative to Academic 
and Public libraries'. ♦ , • ^. • * , . 

Table 4.43 RATIO OF AVERAGE ANNUJU^^PHOTOGOPY. EXPOSURES , , 
^ ' ' .TO MACHINES' PKR LIBRARY, BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) 



Type 
of 

library 


To tal E3q)osur es 
per Library 
(Thousands) ' 


• Average 

Total Machines ' 
per Library ' 


Exposures ^ 
per Machine 
(Thousands) 


Public 


75 


■1.7' ■ 


",44 


✓ 

Academic 


. 347 , 


3.7 


.ft' . V 

■ 147 : 


Special 


' . i62 




Fede^Sl 


.'246 > • 


1.5 


♦ > 

",^164 . 
• — s 



SOURCE: King* Research, Ii^»: National Library Survey 

^ (Total exposures per library) v( Average machines per library) 

4.5.3 Other Photocopying Machines . , ^ \ 

' Librarians were asked if there, were other paper-to-paper photocopying 
machines operated within other local offices or departments of their parent " 
institution or company. Table 4.44 shows the responses .by percentage to this • 
question. Respondents who replied "yes"\t^hi8 question were then asked, 
"To^the best of your knowledge, is the volKe of exposures ^mad^ of aopyrigkbed 
booke and aerials on these other machines greater than, less than or about* 
the same as the volume of exposures of copyxighted books and serials, made on 
all library staff- and user-operated machines?'" Responses to this question ar6 
displayed ijillable 4.4^. 
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• iibt^ 4.44 PROPORTION. OF LIBRARIES REPORTING 'THE EXISTENCE OF^ 
• OTHER 'PHOTOCOPYINfi MACHtNES; WITgIN "THEIR. PARENT . 
• IHSTITUTION OR CWtfANYr BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) 

f . „. (Proportion of Responses in %) 



' Type 
. Library) 






' . ^Responae 






Yes- 


No 


* Not 
Applicable <^ 


; No 
Response 


Total 




23.9 


"34^.1* 


•40.9 ' 


1.2 


100.1 


Academic"' • 


93.7 


• 6.2' 


0.0 > 


0.1 


* loo.o" 


Special 


74.7 


17.6 


>< 

7.6 


Oil , 


-100 eO'^ 


Federals, 


62.3 


.•9.5'/ 






IQO.b 


All Libraries. 


56.7- 




21.0- 


0.5 , 


100.1 



SOURCE: King. Re's earch. Inc.; National Library Survey , 



Table 4.45 PROPORTION OF LIBRARIES -ESTIMATING THE VOLUME 

OF EXPOSURES MADE OF COPYRIGHTED BOOKS AND 
SERIALS ON NON-LIBRARY MACHINES, BY TYPE OF LtBRARY (1976), 

(Proportion of RespSnses-ln, %) \" • ^ 

' ■ ' Rerponse * 

* ' • " ^ " , » I- 

. Type , ' About ' . , • ' 



Library 


Greater 
than 


Less 
Than 


the 
Same 


Don't. 

Know^ 


No ' 

-Response 


Total 


Public • 


3.6. 


. 78.8 ' 


0.0. 


12,8 

t' ' * 


- 4.8 


100.0; 


Academic 




64.8 ^ 


1.4/ 


32.0 


O.l'. 


.100.0 

4 


Special ' 


12.9 


45.4 


3.3 ' 


*3Z.l^ 


6.3 


I'od.o 
















Federal 


4.6 


21.9 


b.o 


73.5 


*o.o ■ 


•100.0 


Afl Libraries 7.1 


59.5 


JL.5 


27.5 


4.4 


100.0 



SOURCE: King Research^ Inc.: National Library Survey 
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:Table 4,44 shows that, except for Public libraries (which tend to be • 
. "stand-alone" ^^stitutibns), inost libraries^rcport that their 'parent institu- 
. tlon has' photocopying; machiaes. This* questipa was asked so that we , could deter- 
& uxlne i? there were 6th eir; machines, , not included , in this study, upon which photo- 
copy Items of copy.righted materials (not necessarily library; mater ilas) couiii' be * 
madev Academic libraries' high, affirmative response (93.7%) is .presumably Recounted 
for- by other machines in administrative and departmental offices. 



4^" 



' , Table 4,4^ is based upon the^replies,of those respondents who replied 
heith'er 'W' nor "tiot applicable" ^to the preyious question* It is cautioned that 
this question should only be. considered suggestive of the volume of copyright- 
pKotocopyinf on non-library machines. The ^^8^^ rate of "don't knows" f;amohg 
'Federal libraries could be due to either a lack of knowledge dr legal advice 
within the organization. 'Still, all typeo of libraries estimated this photocopy- 
ing to be less than the 'library's pnptocopying of coprighted^ material, 

^•5i4 * Impact of« Copyright Guidelines on Serial Phofcocopying Requested or 
Received 'by Interllbrary lk>an > ' . * 

According to guidelines-^ issued by CONTU, responsibility, for inter- 
librarv loan phptocopyiitg of^^copyrighted serial articles belongs to^the re- 
qiiestirig lib'raty as of January 1, 1978. '^'since this responsibility might 
include payment of royalties to copyright owners for serial articl^ photo- 
copying» which is not exempt from payment^ librarians were asked severdl ques- 
tipi^s about the ef f ex:t that implementation of thes s ^uidQlines might have upon 
their libraries' interlibrary, loan operations where implementation of such 
guidelines require the checking of outgoing serial article requests. 

' * This question was asked for eaph of four categories representing 
four possible screening checks which a. library might make in detitmining 
compliance with photocopying guidelines, (^e note here that the CONTU 
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Ihterllbrary loan guidelines and the Guidelines for Classroom Copying have 
' ' ' . . ^ . ' ^ * . »- 

been/.coiisiderably condensed in this question in an attempt to simplify respon- 

dent ^effort.^) / 

. - ■ ■ \ 

, . -^The question was asked as follows: ' 

... - " . ' ^ 

' ' 

'*Were your library to determine 4:he following royaltjj 
exempt, on category f ot- each serial articlA photocopy 
, requested or received via ILL on regular\badis, * 

'7* would your library incur any extra costs which your ^ ' 
^ budget would-be unable to absorb withbut obtaining 
additional staff or funding?" ^, • # 

Results are displayed in. Table 4 . 46 on tlie following page . , 

^ ^ The minimum^ "y^s" response occurs for scr0,ening type* (a), since 

'Checking a title i,s a* common practice prior Xo making* an interlibrary loan 
request. , 

Screening type (b) implies that a* file of some sort has been set up 

upon which outgoing phptocopy r/equests are tdllied by serial title, date of - 

serial^ and date of request. Here, significantly more libraries 'report .some 

difficulty, in absorbing, the added cost, especially Federal^ libraries '(56 « 8%) . 

Special libraries vSuld appear to have the least trouble with this category 

(only 32.1%. respondents replied "yes").- Perhaps this is becau^^e of theii? 

smaller siz^ and less frequent use of interlibrary loan channels. Sixty-one 

percent ''of Academic libraries report they, would not incur,^,extra .operational 

costs, perhaps due to their pre-existing rlXes which could ^be used or adapted. 

• 

' ' ' . . ' ^ ^.-^ 

Sc^reening types (c) and (d) both refer to^ CONTU guidelines and Class- 
* ' 1 * ' 

room use criteria which may require a "purpose of request" distinction be m^de 

at' the. time an interlibrary loan, is negotiated. Special l-'bjraries, not sur- 

prisingly. Have the least troti)iie with these categories, since their clientele 

are not generally drawn from the educational* community.^ Federal libraries 

would have the most problems. In summary, a majority of Public, Academig, and 

Special libraries estimate that they would be able to absorb the coists of making 

the extra purpose of request and use by classroom teacher determinations. 
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Table 4-46 PROPORTION OF XIBRARIES INDICATING THAT COST^ 
^ WOULD BE INCURRED FOR CB^CKING OUTGOING SERIAL 
ILL ^REQUESTS BY TYPE, OF SCREENING, BY TYPE OF LIB^Y (1976) 

(Proportion of Responses in %) ; 



Type of Screening 



Type, 
a of 
Library 



VoOild Library Ihcui ExtM Cost 
^ Which Could Not Be Absorbed? 

Yec . 'No No Respon^fe Total 



(a) .To.'determine*if. your liJ5rary 
has a current subscription (or 
one on order) fpx a title w6ich 
^s still being published- at the 
time you make the request. 



Public 
Academic 
Special * 
Federal . 
All Libraries* 



17.6 78.6 

8.7 89.8: 

7.2 85.5 

4>6 92.4 

11*3 83,9 



1'.5 



/ 



7.3 
3.0 
4.9 



.100,.! 
' 100 -.0 
100.6 
.100.0 
100.0 



-:(b') To det.armine if your library, 
has already rei^uested a pho^tocopy 
from .this same .title via ILL at 
any time during the current 
.calendar year. • ♦ 



Public 
-Academic 
S|)ecial 
Federal" ^ 
All Libraries 



40.7 55.5 
37.5 61.1 
32.1 58.1 

56.8 42.2. 

37.9 56.4 



3.9 
1.5 
9.8 
1.8. 
5.7 



100.1 
.100.1 
100'. O" 
100.0 
lOp.l 



(c) To determine if^sthe requested 


Public 


38,5 


57.6 


■ • 3.9 


100 .0 


article will- be used for schol- 
arly research by a teachier in a " 


Academic 


22;^ 


75.7 


'•i.V 


. 100.0 


not-for-profit educational 


Special 


.17.9 


65.3 


• 1.6.8 


100. q 


Institution. 


Federap. 


42.1 . 


39.6 


■ lS.3 


;oo.a 




All Libraries 


■28.3 


62.0 


9.7 


ido.o 

* 



(d);^To determine if the requested 
article will be used fori class- 
room, purposes by a teacher In a 
not-for-profit educational 
institution. 

/ 



Public 
Academiic ' 
Special, 



41.7 
24.4 
•15.1 ■ 
42.0 



Federal 
9 

All Libraries. 28.7 



54 
•74 

68 
T? 
•62 



.5 
.1 
.0 
.5 

.'o 



3.9 

. 

16.9 
18.5 
9.8 



100.1 
.100.0 
100. 0 
1,00.0 
100.0 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc.: National Library Survey 
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A. 5. 5 Impact of Copyright Guidelines on Serial Photocopying for Local Patrons > 



1 



In the previous, section we described librarians^ assessments ^pf their 
ability to absorb increased costs If they were required to •SQ.reen outgoing 
serial Interiibrary loan requests to -determine if they were complying with 

• various photocopying guidelines set up to aid in defining "fair use." At" this time 
guidelines coinparable to the CONTU/dnterlibrary loan guidelines, which limit the 
number of photocopy items that can bg made from a given copyrighted serial titl^, 
have ,nqt been developed or added to the Copyright LaW to deal with non-classr9om ^ 
photocopying by.;library staff J Therefore, we ask librarians in the national 

, library survey to respond to an analagous set of guidelines that might be applied 
to photocopying in respons,e to local user requests. Jhe^ques^tion was phrased 

' as follows: ^ • . • , ' ^ 

"For the photocopying cf copyrighted serial articles'made by or for 
t ^> your library staff for your local patrons , w^ould regular ^etermina- 

' . ' tipn of the following categories result in your library .incurring 

any extra cost^ which your budget we)uldrbe unable to absorb without 
f .obtaining additional staff or funding?* ^ (Please exclude from con- 
sideration photocopies of copyrighted serial, articles whifih .your, 
library makes for or. receives via ^interiibrary loan (ILL)." ^. 

Respqnses are displayed in Table 4.47 on the following page. 

, • ' The lowest "yes" response occurs for screening type. (a) , The 
yinajbrlty of libraries estimate that they would. not have cost problems associated 
•AWi'tlv checking for a current title. ^ - ) 



Awj:t:f|^ checking for a current title. 

There are, except for Federal libraries, significantly more "yes" 
responses to tVpe (b) screening for local patron copying than for interiibrary 
loarl requests, presumably. because of the savings* associated with pre-exis^ng 
interiibrary loan files- Nearly 64 percent of Public libraijfes would incur 
extra costs for screening previous photocopyij^ o{ a, serial title requested 
by -a local patron, versus 41 percent jfor screening outgoing interiibrary loan 
requests. (It is noted here that it is presently difficult t^'know without 
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3 




ex^aiihatlon. of sfa item whether pr not it is subject to Mpyright| protection* 
This problem ^iaight be. remedied for pre-1978 items by a list of titles such as 
tjhe one proposed for •the AAP ^s Cop yright Clearance Center •> ^ 

■■ , ' J '-^ , ■ • ■ 

Table A^A? PROPORTION OF LIBRARIES INDICATING THAT COST WOULD 
BE " incurred POR CHECKING- photocopying OF SERIALS FOR LOCAL " 
. , PATRONS BY T^PE OF SCREENING, BY'TY^^ OF LIBRARY (1976) 

. (Proi)ortJon of^'Responsel^'in.Z) . ^^""^^ 



Type of Screening 



Type 

of. 
Library 



Would Library Incur Extra Costs 
Which Coui^d Not' Be Absbrbed? 

Yes No No Response ToCal 



(a) To determine if your library 
has a current subscriptioni (or 
one^ on* order), for a title .which 
is still being, published at the 
time you process the feques'^t. 



Public 26.7 69.5 3.9 100.1 

Academic 18.2 76.2 5.6 100.0 

Special _ .9-8 87.6 2.6 100.0 

Fedetai 14.3 76^4 . 9,3 100.0 

All libraries 17'.9 78.1 4-0 100.0 



(bVT&^etenaine if your library Public 
has already made- a photocopy from 
this same serial title for a localr'^^° « 
patron at any time during the 'special _ , 



current caldhd^r year. 



All Libraries 



63.8 
61.1 

'52,5- 
55.4 

*S8.3 



32.3' 

h.f 

45.0 
35.5 
37.7 



3.9 
5.IS 
2.5, 
9.1 
4.0 



100.0. 
99!'9 
100.0 
100.0 



100.0. 

/4 



■ (c) To determine if th& requested P'ublic- 
arc^.c2e will be used for -schol- 
arly research ^by a teachei: in a Academic 
not- 1 >r-profit educational- Special 

imifcttuftiori. ^ , 

Federal 



Ali Libraries 



45.7 

28,4 

19.9- 

28.9 

31.8 



50.4 * 
64.7 
68.0 ' 
52.6 
59.6 • 



3.9 
6.9 
12>i 
18.5. 
8.6 



100.0 
100.0 

100.6 
loo'.o 

100.0 



(d) To ''jteriaine if the reqr.ested Public 

article willAbe used for ci^ds-A- . , • . 

" . : , J Academic 
room purposes by a teacher in a 

not-for-profit educational 

.Institution. 



Srer.ial 
Federal 
All Libraries 



45.7 
30.0 
17.7 
28.9 
31'. 1 



50.4 

i 

'63.0 
70.3 
52.6 
60,3 



3.9 
6.9 
12.0 
18.5 
8.6 



100.0 
59.9 
100.0 
100.0 
ICO.O 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc.: Nat-ional"j.ibrary Survey 
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, Reaccions to type (c) and (d) s^9reening are comparable. Special 



libraries""^ not generally perceive screening for purpose of request or for 
jise to be much of a cost problem. Both Public and Academic libraries find that 
checking of local patrons' photocopying; requests is more expensive than inter- 
library loan checking, but the difference is not large. However, significantly 
• more Public, Academic, and' Federal libraries would incur extra costs which could 
riot, be absorbed than would Special libraries. . • 

To ^unmiarlze|^^^^^ 

• A majority of libraries vould not incur unabsorbable extra costs 
if they Were required to determine if their 'library had- a 
current or on-order subscription^, * 

• Excep.t for Federal libraries, significantly more libraries would 
incur extra costs if regularly required to determine if they had 
made a photocopy from a, serial title previously, for a^ lojcal patron 
than would incur such, costs if required to make this determination 
for interlibrary loan^. ^ ^ 



• Determination of requestor ^tatu<? fdr copying for local patrons 
.would be somewl^at mo.^ co 
except Federal librari^^* 



.would be somewl^at mqi^fe costly .than for interlibrary loan requests. 



4.5.6 Preferences for Alternative Royalty Payment Mechanisms 



\ 



3ased upon a review of the litei^'tufe and upon discussions with this- ^ 
study^s Advisory Committee, list of hypothetical royalty payment mechanisms 
was developed,. In this list an attempt was made to address as many design 
aspects of the ^RPM. as possible. The payment, mechnaisms included In the list do 
not reflect a prior assessment of feasibility or preference, pather, our objec- , 
tive was to provide librarians responsible foi; setting or stating library policy 
an opportunity to rank a J)road range of alternatives according to their preferences. 

' . ■ • ■ •. 

° The question was a>^ked as follows: 
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'iWiat are yoyr library's relative preferences for the following , 
mechanisms for making royalty payments for photocopying of copy- 
- righted serial articles? Assume that; each alternative would 

result in^e same, amount being paid by your libraty for royalties, 
ahd rank the alternatives from 1 to 8, with 1 - MOST PREFERRED 
' and a « LEAST PREFERRED." - , ' 

* « »*Multipl€f Copies" Were defined as follows: 

4 • "MUX-tlPLE «COPIES - more than 5 copies from the same serial title 
either made for local patrons by or for youir library btaff or ^ 
received by your library in response to an III. request. 

iSlncc it was impossible to agree uppn a definition or systeipatic 
.photocopying, we ^were not able to specify a time period over t^ich multiple ^ 
:phqtocopying. would take place. That' is, it was Impossible to tell the respon- 
.dent to diatinguish between five photocopy items made 'during-a^single trans- 
action and five photocopy Hems made over several transactions.^or days. 

r ' V ' • 

L * Respondents were also asked to, assume that each alt^ernatiye would resu;Lt 
In their libraries paying the same amount for royalties. This wag added to suggest 
that the respondent evaluate the alternatives accor^ng to ^criteria other ^tlian 
gross royalty payments, sitice it was not feasible po'give any , indication of what 
the^ount for royalty payments might Be. In effect, then, the respondent was asked 
to evaluate the responses by criteria such as practicality, fairness or compit^ity^ 

Table 4.48 displays the proportion oj^^r^pondents ranking each alterna- 
tive as "most preferred.^' ' * * 

* Alternative G, the royalty stamp or coupon option, was^ranked most p^ten 
as "most preferred' by Public. libraries (19 percent). The alternative ranked 
least often by Public, librarians as "most preferred" is alternative A, the agree- 
ment tJ buy multiple t-oples or reprints of serial articles directly from the 
serial publishers or their agents. 
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Table 4,48 PROPORTION OF LIBRARIES RANKING ONE OF EIGHT 
.ALTERNATIVE ROYALTY PAYMENT MECHANISMS AS ♦ 
* "MOST PREFERRED" *BY TYPR OF LIBRARY '(1976)' 

- (Proportion of Responses Ranked as "Most, Preferred" In %) 



Alternative Royalty^ Payment Mechanisms 


Type of Library 

. All . 

Public Academic Special Federal Libraries 


(a) Libraries would agree to purchase cniltiple 
dopies or reprints of serial articles directly 
from -the serial publisher or their agents.^ 


5 


0 


5 - 


0 


45: 


scrlption price f or* those seria**^ from which , ^ 
lUultipie copies'' would be made. 


8 


4 


7 • 


'3 


7% 

s * 


(c)' libraries would pay a fee for each photo- 
copying machine to a. central agency » wliich 
-ifould then distribute, thesec^payments as 


13 


14 


11 " 


14 ' ^ 




(d) Payment for copyright royalties would "be 
made by libraries to individual publishers, 
requiring a tally to be kept by libraries for 
multiple copies of affected serial titles.j- 


? 


2 


,0 

1 






(e, .ayment for cop Tight royalties would, be 
made by libraries to, a centralized agency * 
which would have the responsibility for mak- 
ing a 6ount of individual libraries* photo- 
copies and for transmitting payments to 


11 


. -.6 

• 


- . 




• * - 


(f y Libraries would agree zo purchase multlr 
pie* copies .or reprints of serial articles 

from A ppntTAliz&d Affcnnv Aiit'hor^zpd or 

'designated by publishers which would then 


10 


14 

* 


5 

— ^— r 


_- 16 




(g) Libraries would purchase "royalty 
stamps" or coupons from a centralized 
agency which would then be affixed t<^ 
xmiXtiple copies of a copyrighted serial 
article« 


19 


23 


16. • 


-•■5 


17Z 

>• 


(h) All subscription prices would be 
'higher, automatically giving libraries 
permission to make multiple copies. 


16 


34 


25'~ 


30. 


*23%- 


Average .nonrresponse , 


15 


15 




• 


■15Z 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc. : National Library Survey,. . ' 

Non-response percents were computed for each library type and for each, alterna- 
tive. Individual nori-response percents were then averaged over all alternatives 
'for each library type. Since response percents were calculated independently 
for each alternative, columns do. not total to 100%. 
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Academic libraries most often ranked alternatives H, higher subsc^p- 
tion. price's,* as "most preferred" (34 percent). Here also the alternative ranked 
least often as '*jaost preferred" is the agreement to purchase multiple copies from 
serial publishers or their agents* 

The alternative ranked most often aa "most preferred" by Special 
libraries X3 alternative H, hffehet subscription prices (25 percent) 

The alternative ranked •"^^st often as "most preferred" by Federal 
libraries is again higher subscription prices" (30 percent). Direct purchase of 
multiple copies is ranked by Federal libraries leiist often as the *^bst preferred 
alternative. . . 

^ It is obvious thatjno single alternative; is ranked as "most preferred" 

iJy^an overwhelmning majority pf any library types. This could be due to a broad 
dis^^^bution of preferences across |:he alternatives or to librarians^ lack of 
understai^ing of the intricacies of the briefly described alternatives. Four of 
•Jtiip higher i;«ikeJ alternatives — higher subscription prices, royalty stamps or 
coupons r purchas e of copies from a central agency, and photocopyingmachine f^^ed r- 
incorporate a'very^wide variety of charact^eristics. The alternative that is most 
like the Copyright Clearance Center — alternative (£) , a central^ized^ agency* 
responsible for counting indivlduaGL photocopy ing^^and transmission of payments to 

publishers — is not included ip this group However, some additional analysis 

» * ' *» 

of this question shows that this alternative increases in importance if those 

alternatives ranked as 1 or 2 are aggregated. \ ' 

' V 

Not surprisingly, this particular question generated th^ most comments. 
Some librarians pointed out ^hat they found all of the alternatives repugnant, 
since their budgets were already strained. Some threatened that thelr^ recourse 
to increased costs would be subscription cancellations. A few — .particular^ 
Special librarians — *^ said they would agree to payments if the mechanism were' 
easy and efficient. On the whole, jthe written objections to royalty payment 
mechanisms fell into three categories: ^ 

1. The cost to the ^etfticjpating library of administration of 
\ thfe mechanism. 
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, \ 2l The added* "red tape" and compj^exity of the mechanism^^^^which 
^ y '^^•^^ could delay the library^s sjervic^ to .the userl ^ .* 

. « Moral opposition and the principle of free access to inforzaatioa* 

K^^ping in mind the hypothetical nature of this question, the follow- 
^ing hypotheses about libraries,' preferences concerning royalty payment mechan- 
isms'^are suggested: • > 

' ' Libraries react relatively positively to stamp or coupon mechanisms 

Vhich woul^ not require tha:t individual counts of photocopying 
. 5 transactions be made .by library sjraff . * . ^ * 



libraries react pegatively to alterpatives involving significantly 
•greater res^onsfbllity on their part for the "bookkeeping" 
functions of the payment mechanism.- — 



• '\ 3. Libraries react positively to mechanisms which involve utiliza- 
^ tion of existing payment channels , (c'f * photocopying machine 
fee, higher subscription prices). * 

4. iiibtaries react more posiclvely to dealing with a centralized 
agfency than to dealing with individual- publishers • 

- * "^^"^ 

5* The proliability of delay or degradation of service to users is^ 
a major concern to libraries when they consider participation 
in a royalty payment mechanism, ' *♦ ' ' 

While the final list of mechanisms consider eSTin the last section of 

this report is different from that described here, readers should keep these 

^Z^n^TisOL 'pveferences in mind as , additional criteria for their own evaluation of 

the alternatives. ^ - . , , 

* * • • • 

4.5.7 Estimated Current Gross Ihcoroe from Photocopying and I^terlibrary Loan 

^ Libraries were asked to repo^rt^heir average monthly iucss income for 
photocopying and interlibrary loan operatipns. These estimates were then 
projected to an annual basis by multiplying by 12. .Results are reported in 
the following table. , * . " 
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- Table 4*49 ANIMAL GROSS INCOME FOR TOOTOCOPYING - 
AiJD I^ERLIBRARY LOAN OPERATIONS PER 
LIBRARY,: BY TYPE OF LIBRARY (1976) > 



(Average Income ifl> 



Type 
of — ^ 
Library 


Average Annual Gross <Sn<ipme 


Photocopying 
Income/Fees 


Interlibrary Loan 
income/Fees- 


Public 


2,964 . 


^ ■ 

. 72 


Academic 


■ 11,544 


504 


Special 


96 


0 . 


Federal 


3,648 . 


1,668* 


All Libraries 


3,085 


2i-2 



, , SOURCE: King Research, Inc.: National , Library Survey 

For all types of libraries, gross income or fees from ILL (operational 
costs are not excluded here) is substantially less than income or fees from photo*' 
copying* On. the average. Academic libraries derive the largest annual income from 
photocopy ...ng operations ($11,544)., perhaps because of the relatively large number 
of coin-operated machines in Academic libraries* Next are Federal libraries with 
$3,648 per year, Public libraries with .$2,964 per year, and Special libraries with 
$96 per year* ^ ^ ^ ' • 

The figures. for Special and Federal libraries deserve some coimient* 
• . * " " 

Tne average' for Special ^libraries is extremely low, chiefly J)ecause most Special' 

libraries are smaller and do not have their own photocopying machines* We hypoth- 
\ * * 

esize also that, even. ijL Special libraries vihich have theii own machines, qharges 
and income are not incurred or earned by the library* Instead, they accrue to the 
parent organization* 
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The majority of Federal and Special libraries report zero average 
annual income for photocopying income and fees* The relatively high average of *j 



$3,j648 for Federel libraries 



If these were removed from tie calculations, the average annual photo^copying 



Income for Federal libraries 
Special libraries* Federal 
loan Income and fees^ ' Again 



is chiefly due to the few large "national" libraries. 



would drop to afcfigu:?e at or below the figure for 
Libraries average $1,663 per year for interlibrary 
this average is priMrily a result of the large 



national libraries. If they were excluded, annual ILL income would be nearer 



zeroi 



/ 



Academic libraries report $504 average annual income from ILL, or 
slightly more than 4 percent of photocopying income. Public libraries report 
$72, or 'slightly more than 2 percent of the annual photocopying incomei Special 
- libraries report $0 for ILL income. 

• ^ Libraries were not asked directly how much they. charged per exposure 

or per photocopy, because of, the wide variety of pricing schedule3. Indirect 
, evidence of these pricing practices can be obtained by dividing the average 
annual photocopying income by tjie average number of exposures on staff or patron 
machines per library. This generates the following rough estimates of the price 
per exposure received by libraries: " ' « * 




5.2c p^ exposure 
3*.6c per exposure 
0.7c* per exposure 
1.6c per exposure 



According fo these estimates. Public libraries probably charge the most per exposure 
followed by Academic libraries and then by Federal libraries. The low cent-per- 
exposure figu're foj^ Special libraries may be evidence of a high degree of subsidi- 
zation by Special libraries^ parent institutions, since Special libraries have a 
.higher exposure-^pcr-machine ratio than either Public or Academic libraries. 

It is possibl^|o calculate rough dstimates of "income per machine" for 
machines which may be used by library staff or patrons for the copying of library 
materials. These figures are given in the following table. 



117 



151 



Table 4,50 .ANNUAL INCOME PER PAPER-TO-PAPER 
PHOTOCOPYIKG MACHINES, PER. LIBRARY 

BY TYPE OF LIBPjiRY (1976). ^ 





Cincome in $) 




4 


Type of' 
Wbrary 

* \ 


Annual Photocopying 
Income Per Library - 


Average 
Machine^ per 
Lifiraryl 


Annual 
'Income Per 
Machine^ ^ 


Public 
Academic . 
Special 
Federal > 


2.^964 
• 11,544 *■ 

,3,648 


1.7 
3.2 

*1.1 . 

.1.5 ' " 

ft 


■ 1,744 
3,607 
' 87 
2,432 



4 * SOURCE: King Research, Inc.: National Library/Survey ' 

^Excludes machines used exclusively for copying other than 
library materials i * ^ 

2 ' 
(Annual photocopying income per machine) 4- (Average machines 

per library) 

Here we see that, on the average, Academic libraries have the largest 
income per machine, .followed by Federal libraries, then Public libraries and 
Special libraries. ^ » ' . ^ . 



4.5.8 Costs 'for Photocopying 



Many libraries already perceive photocopying operations to be a burden 
according to Whitestone (13). The^f allowing summarizes some of the data reported 
by librarians on the^ costs of their photocopying operations. 



Libraries were asked to report average monthly costs Tor theit photo- 
copying operations. Responses projected to au anntial level are reported in the 
following tauJe.' Because of the large nonrespbnse rate .to this series of ques- 
tions by Special and Federal libraries (perhaps evidence that many of their 
librarians do not have budget-milking responsibilities within the many *small 
organizations and agencies, represented b^ our survey), plata for Public and Academic 
libraries *only will be presented. » ^ 
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The, question w^/Bsked as follows: ^ ^ , * ^ 

• ■ ■ ■/••■•■.>.,■■■ . 

VOn. an average monthly/ basis ^ what 'is youf library's cost for^ 
operating and maintaining .all the paper-to-paper photocopying 
machines for which it 'is responsible? Include only the costs 

'which 'the library pays;," / ,^ ' ; - ' * 

Summaries of. responses by cost category are displayed in the following 



•table; 



Table 4.51 AVERAGE ANNUAl!cOST FOR PHOTOCOPYING OPERATIONS PER LIBRARY 
/j^OR'- PUBLIC ^ 'ACADEMIC 'LIBRARIES- (197.6) 



(co^t i(r$5 











'(Cost CateRory 








Type 
6f ' 
Library 


Annual 
Rental . 
Lea^'e 


V 

or 


Sup'plies 
..(Paper, 
toner, etc.) 


Annual - 
Maintenance 
Contract 


Annital 

Staf| 

-Costs 


Other 
Costs* 


Total" 
Costs 


Public 


2,640 




\ 672 • 


240' * / : 


• 528 : ■ 




4,080 


.Academic 


' 6,000 




' ;'4,368^ 


300 


... il 


660 


16,260 



'SOURCE: King Research, .Inc.: National Library Sui:vey 

♦ *e..g. / special accounting arrangements, insurance, etc. ' 

The reported average total cost for Public libraries is $^4,080 per 
year, and for Academic li]?raries, $16,260 per year. This figure is ah esti-. 
mate of the' cost for all paper-to-paper machines in the library* rather thdn only 
those^ machines used for photocopying library matBrials* * 

. J Using these data, ye can --ake some estimates of th^ operational 
costs per machine. By dividing average annual operaticnal cost by average 
number of machines per library, we find that Public library machines cost $2', 400 
per year per machine, and' that Acadenjic library machJLnes cost $4,395 per year. 
By dividing these costs by , total exposures per. year, we can obtain rough estl7 
mates of cost ner .exposure. For Publicrlibraties this estimated cost Us 3.2c . 
per exposure a;^d for Academic libraries,' it ft 1.3<? per exposure.. (We caution 
against comparing these costs per exposure^ with the price per exposure figures 
given previously.. Price per exposure was calculated by ^sing exposures made 
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on. machines used by staf^,.pr patrons, for copying library materials* Costs per 
exposure as sJ^own ,^bqye include's all machines and all exposures, a significant; 
portion of which involve photo'cppyfng by library staff of <?£ f ice work correspond 
*dence, catalog cards, -etc.).* ^ - * • . ^ • ' 

" *, MP 

Average annual ^rental or Ifease cost^ per machine ar^ vCTy- slmila^ for 

Public and .Academic libraries* Average annual rental or lease cost for Public 

- V * . ■ . ^ - 

libraries i^ $1,553 per library per machine. For Academic libraries ;this cos^t 

^* ' , ' ' ^ * ' 

is $l,620-.per library per machine. Because of this similarity, the disparity 
«6 , > , ^ ^ * ' ' ' 

'between Public library^ and Academic library operational costs, must be due to ^ * 
other cost categoriesr Tl^ese jare supplies (paper^ toner, etc.) and staff costs 
(operation and maintenance coef s which are paid by the ^library) ^ Average annual 
Supply costs for. Public libraries are $672 pe^r library ($395 per Public library 
maahitte);,, and for Academic JLihraries, $4*,368..iper library X$1,18Q per Academic 
liferdtV machine) . Average annual staff costs for, Public libraries are $528 ,per 

library ($311 per Public library machine), ai\d'for Academic libraries $4,932 per 

X " • 'V • . * r » ' ' / 

;library ($1,336 per Academic library machine).' ■ ^ ' 

^ , * ' » * • 

A possible explanation for this disparitj^Nfe^ that both supplier and 
^taff costs vary for individual maphines while rental or lease costs per machine 
are fixed for individual machines. This makes sense when we recall that the 
ratio of exposures pfer machine is different for Public and Academic libraries: 
44-. thousand per machine for Public ajxd 94 thousand per machine^for Academic 
libraries.' Since Academic library machines are morj heavily used than Public 
library machines^ their variable costs are high^er. 

• ^ TThile the categories of maQhines for which gross income and cost figures 

are reported may not be^ corapavable, the data foi' Public and Academic 'libraries 

suggest that, on the average^, these libraries may be incurring net losses f or ^ 

thejA: photocopying operation when their gross income is compared to their opera- 

7 . * / ^ ^ 

tional .costs on a-"per-library basis. . - 

Some caveats are in order here. First, most costs reported in this 
^ / ' * , ' 

section probably do not include general overhead inflation factors. If such 

^ y ■ — • — 7^ " ^ ' « ' ■ — " 

factors wei;e introduced, unit and total* costs^ would be increased/ Second, a very 

few libraries reported that the^^^urchased Tn|z5hihes during the past year, and 
nhejq dataware -not included here as operational costs. However, if purchase costs 
were included, i^i their entirety* or on a depreciat^ed basis, they would 'increase 
these costs only slightly. * - 

^ • • 120 . 
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SECTION. 5 * 

.V .. .. 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE COPYRIGHT LAW- AND CONTU .GUIDELINES CO^iCERNING 
" SEiRmS .FliOM THE Pm;SmRS«' PpSPECTIVE 



• Estijnates in Seotion 4 givq the •total ^amount of photocopying of 
serials ixd the .proportion of the photocopying that Is 'rfigible ?or royalty 
pa^i^nts ba8e3^1>l^-the»^op^ight Law and CONTU guidelines /or interlibrary re- 
^quests* Spine* a^ysis was presented for bypotheticai conditions of eligibility for 
royalty payment for photocopy items made for interlibrary loan,- local users- and 
Intrtasystem.doan. Estimates of the total number of photocopy items are derived 
by summing the a&unt of photocopying ovi^r - libraries . These' total data are 
useful from the perspective of the library Wd publishing communities, for 
they provide an estimate of the total photocopying subject >:to royalty 'payments 
under .seyeral conditions. However*, thesi estimates do not' sho^w* individual pub- 
lishers the extent of photocopying for indixidi^l serial titles • In order to 
provide such an estimate, it is useful to sum the number of phjtocopy items ell-* , 
*glble for royalty' payment over all libraries for each title for publishers. 
This gives a basis for estimating total Iphotocopy items f or; individvial titles. 
.The clearest picture of the extent of photocopyi^ig of individual titlesr comes 
from the MINITEX data base.. ,The national library surve/ data are difficult to . 
make estimates becajise of problems of. differential weights applied to sampled 
Ul^raries. Nevertheless, a technique to provide rough estimates^ of the distri- 
butjion of number of* photocopy items by serial titles was developed. The approach 
*i*^diacus8ed in detail in Appendix. C. 

> This Section is sub-divided into four parts. * The first part gives the 

. pr^jportion of serial, titles that are photocopi'sd within libraries at various 
levels of copies per titles. These estimates are given f^b-^th' Interlibrary 
borrowlhg (MINITEx' data base and national library survey) land-pho^ocjjpying per- 
formed by Iprary stafjE for local users. The second part deals WMh the extent 
'of' phptpcopylng of Individual serial, titles subject to royalty payment observed 
In 132. IPNITEX, libraries over an ^entire year. Estimates are also provided for 
distribution of i)hotocopy items by serial title under hypothetlcaL .conditions of 
eligibility for royalty payment. The total number of Interlibrary requests are 

i j}. 121 * ^ ^ 

• / ^ ' 155 



correlated with .total number of subscribers given in Ulrich^s International 
Periodicals Directory 1975-76 (11). Also, the distribution of transaptions^by 
.year of publication is given 'Since this result may have some bearing on when 
.royalty payn^nts ,may .be made^ The third part deals wl^ a simmary of publishers 
/attitud^es coi\ceming the Copyright Law and potential royalty payment mecbanisms. 
The final part presents some data for scientific and technical serials only. 
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* HIGHLIGHTS^.p>?7^.^.^ ' \ ' ' { 

t Considering the niiiiaber of photocopy ifcems per serial, title 
^obtained by an individual.MINITEX Jibrdry,, 1^ is found \h£ie 
2p3 percent of serial titles are borroweij^more than five times 
and . about 1. .percent are borrowed more than ten' times/* On "^the 
^ national level, the proportion of serial titles with more than 
five photocopy items within 5? library is 2 percent for Piibll^ 
,and Federal libraries, 3 percent for Special' libraries ^ and 
8 percent for Acaddmlc libraries* The B^opt>ritibn of serjlal* 
tij:les having, more than 10, photocopy items is ^2^ percent for 
Public libraries, 47, percent for Federal libraries, ;^ percent 
for Special libraries^ and 3 percent fpr Academic -litrarieS. 

i Oyer *all libraries, it is est-ina*:ed that the total numbei oi 
interlibrary loan photocopy items made per serial title it 
distributed^n the following manner: AO percent, of serial ^ 
titles have. 50 c\r fewer photocopy items, each^ 2l.perc^nt hwe , 
51-100 photocopyNrtMS, I 32 percent have 101-500; photocopy 
items, and 7 percent^ave more than 500 photocopy, , items* 
Considering only thosej phot9copy items riot for replacepaent 
or classtoom use, lessr than six years old, and with greater than • 
five copies', the diat^ributioh over several titles changes to 
91 percent of -the .titles 'having 50 6r-less photocopy Items* 

» For l^cal iiae photocopy items over all librarid^, only '10 ' 
percexit of the serial titles photocopied- have 100 or less 
photocopy items; }7 percent have 101-500 items; 20 percent have 
501-1000 items, 28 percent 1001-5,000 items,. 'and 5 percent 
of the'serial titles will have more than 5,000 photocopy items* 
Considering only ^those photocopy 'items of serials .less than six 
years old and with more than five copies ^ 24 percent of the 
serial titles will have 100 or less photocopy items* 50 percent 
'^H of, the serial titles will have 101-500 photocopy items, and 26 
percent wili^have 501 items or more* 
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In response ^to a survey conducted by Indiana University for CONTU, 
mahy publishers expressed cohcem about the potential complexities 
or burefl^ucracy of a royalty payment mechajnism similar to c6i;icems 
voiced hy librarians* Publishers also appeared to prefer direct 
f licensing ♦of photpcopyicg over clearinghouse arrangements for • 
authorizing' photohopying* The direct, sale of reprints was more 
preferable tfo large circulation journals than^'to.small circula- 
tioa journals. Small circulation journals showed greater preference 
'for saleiof reprints through agent or clearinghouse arrangements. 
Publishers and libraries do not appear to share similaf preferences 
for direA licensing;, publishers .rated it more highly than libraries, 
which' prefer to, minimize contVacts with individual publishers.. 

Based upon data from our National Library Survey, it appears that 
a minority o^ serial publishers would benefit significantly if 
,mctiy classes of-photocbpyihg were ,^empt from payment. Accor- 
'ding to the "tecent Indiana University suryey of serials .and pub- 
lishers conducted during the first five months of: 1977, over 50 
percent of responding journals ^xpect to recefv^zero royalty 
payments from a clearinghojiise arrangement which would supply 
authorized' copies. . * 
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*5.1 Estimates -6£ the Distribution of Photocopying and Intorlibrary Loan 

Requeats o^ 

5Jl,l Distribution of Photocopying of Interllbrarv Loan Requests, of Indl- 
vidual Serial Titles WltHin Mlj^ITEX Libraries > 



Ind ividual Serial Titles Within LlbtAtles 



' Detailed data were dbllected for 132 Publlc,^ Academic and Special 
.libraries that usad the MINITEX system during 1976. ^ There was a total of 51,419 
dojaiestic serial/lixterllbrary loan requests from these 132 libraries for an 
average of 390 "i^lferlibrary loan requests per library. These requests Involve 
an average of 194 serial titles per library .y Obviously, some serial titles, are 
requested b;^ more than one. .library. Over" tie 132" libraries, ,25,624 titles 
vere identified v However, there ware only 6,345^ unique serial titles'' when data 
from all 132 libraries were combined. Section 5.2 is p^tially deVoted to an 
analysis of the ^requests sunned over the 132 libraries for these 6,345 unique 
serial titles. ^ 



' The average number of serial titles pan library having at least one 
photocopy 'item for Interllbrary loto is given in Table iS^l below by type of li- 
brary. The average^ number of photocopy items per title is also given. ^ 

/ ^ ' • • ' , 

Table 5.1 NUMBER OF SERIAL TITLES PER LIBRARY, NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS 
AND NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS PER TITLE BY 
. ' TYPE OF LIBRARY-MINITEX^ (1976) 



No. of 



Type of 
Borrowing 
Library 


No. of 

Libraries 


No. of 
Titles 


No. 

of -Titles 
Per Library 


No. of , 
Photocopy 
Items 


Photocopy 

Items 
Per Title 


Public 


26 


^2,160 


^ 33. ^ 


3,582 




Academic 


68 


20,638 


304 


'42,122 ^ 


2.0 


Special 


. 38 


2,826 


74 ^ 


5,7ii 


2.0 . 


All; Li- 
braries 


132 ^. 


25; 624 


. 194 • . 


51,419 


2.0 



SOURCE: King. Rfisearch, Inc. : MINITEX Data Base 
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Academic lllnraries are by far more active in interlibrary loan requests and they 
request the laost serial titles at 304 titles per library* Special libi^iries are 
next,, .with 74 titles and are. followed by Public libraries at only 33 titles. It 
is significant that the average number of photocopy items per title within li- 
braries was only 2 photocopy items per title per library • 

A better portrayal of interlibrary requests by serial title is presented 
by the. number of serial titles that have one, two, three or more interlibrary re~^ 
quests in a* given library. Data on number of serial titles Having 1, 2,..., 10 
(and greater) requests are given in Table 5,2 for Public, Academic and 
Special libraries. The data in Table 5.2 may be read as follows. There were 
1,571 serial titles in the 26 Public libraries ^^h^t had a single photocopy item 
(for a total of 1,571 photocopy items); there were 326 aerial tittles in 26 
Public libraries ^that had two photocopy items (for a total of 652" photocopy items) 
and so on. Two columns were added to the table. They indicate the number of titles 
3nd photocopy items that involved more than five photocopy items per title and 
more than 10 photocopy items per title. .In Public libraries, only 62 seridl 
titles out of 2,160 titles had more than five photocopy items (3 percent) and only 
16 titles (.7 percent) had more than ten photocopy Items over the^ 2^6 Piiblic li- 
braries. These titles had 640 (18 percent) and 305 (9 percent) tpt^l photocopy 
items respectively. M * ^ 

'The proportion of serial titles that have greater than five photocopy 
items is between. three and five percent for the three types of borrowing libraries. 
SimdLlarly, the propoition of titles that have more than ten photocjopy items is 
.007^ .016 .and .024 for Public, Academ^x and Special libraries respectively. The 
number of photocopy items for these titles is 305, 7,371, and 1,017 photocopy 
items for Public, Academic and Special libraries respectively. The, average num- 
ber of photocopy items for these titles is 19.1 photocopy items per, title in 
Public libraries, 21.2 photocopy items per title in Academic libraries and 15.2 • 
photocopy items pet title In Special libraries. Clearly, the proportion of serial 
titles. thSw have over ten photocopy items for given libraries is small, but the 
number of photocopy items is high. for these serials. 
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.Table 5.2 DISTRIBUTION OnTOMBER OF SERIAL TITLES AND NUMBER OF PHOTOCOKT. ITEJE 
■-' . FOR INTER!,IBRARY LOAN' REQUESTS BY TYPE OF LIBRARYrMINITEX Ci??^)'^^^." 



Type of 
Borrowing . No.' of 
Iilbrary Libraries 


h m 


1 


2 


3 


Number of Photocc-py Items Per Serial Title 
= Total ■ ,-->> , 
4 5 • >5 6 -7 ' 8- 9 


10 


Total 

>io 


Total 


Public • 


. . 26 


Serials 


1,571 


326 


113 


60 


28 


■^•62. 


■ 19 


11 


5 


6 




16 


2,160 






Items . 


1,571 


652 


.339 


240 


140 


640* 


■ 114 


77 


•^0 


54 


. pO 


305- 


•O COO* 

3,Oo2 


Academic ! 




Serials 


13,394 


3527 


. 1439 


755 


414 




mi 


183 


138 


.85 


65 


347 ^ 


20,638 






Items 


13;394 


'7054 


431-7 


3020 , 


2070 


12,917 


'1746 


1281 


1104 


^765 

i ^ / . 


650 


7371 


42,122 


Special , 


38 


Serials 


1,901 


429 


185 


118 


57 


. 136 


33 


7 


11 


14 


" 4 


67 


. 2,826 






Items 


1,901 


858 


555 


• '472 


285 


1,644 


198 


175 


88 


126 


40 


1017. 


5,715 


All Llbracies 


132 


Serials 


16,866 


4282- 


1737 


•933 


499 


1,307 


343 


219 


154 


105 


74 


412 


25', 624 






Items 


16,866. 


^564 


5211 


3732 


2495 


15,201 


2058 


1533 


1232 


, 945 


740 


"S693 


51,419 



.CO 



SOURCE: . King Research, Inc. : MXNITEX Dat 


la Base 
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This phenomenon beconi^s even more pronounced when serial publications, 
that are over five years, old* are excluded. Those results are given in Tabl,e 5.3. 
the number of serial titles that have greater then ten t>hotocopy items in a 
given library* is as follows: Public libraries have 7 titles th&t had more than 
10 photocopy items, or an'average of 18^7 photocopy items pef^ title. Academic 
libraries have 126 titles with more than ten photocopy items for an average of 
20.2 photocopy* items per, title» and Special libraries have 35 titlep,*or ai^ 
aver* ie of 19.5"photocopy Items per title. Many more serial titles have greatjer 
than ten photocopy items when all the photocopy items for aigiven title are 
summed over the 132 libraries. Similarly, there are substantially more^ photo- 
copy items per title on the average. These results are giveiT^in Section 5.2. 
First, however, estimates are given in Section 5.1.2 for the estimated average 
number of photocopy items per serial per library. These dafa are based on data 
from libraries chosen in the national library survey. " * 

5.1.2 ^ ^Distribution of Plytocopying of Interlibrary I-oan Requests of Indi- 
' Vidiial Serial Titles Within the National Survey Libraries 

It is substantially more difficult to compute the estimates of the pro- 
portion of journals having specif ied levels of copies made. The difficulty is 
that one must use the IIINITEX data, to establish an extrapolation factor for the 
mathematical^ distribution of ^eque^ts per title. The technique used to do this 
extrapolation is given in Appendix C* The estimated proportions of serials ^with 
greater than five photocopy items and greater than ten photocopy items are given 
ia Table 5. .4 below. . ^ . 

table 5.4 proportion of serial titlej with greater than 
five; and ten photoco^" items within a 
library for national library survey 

AND MINITEX LIBRARIES (1976) 
♦ t» 

(ProporKon of Titles) 



Ty/e of Borrowing 
Library 


Proportion of • ' ^\ 
Titles With 
>5 Photocopy Items 
Nat. Library Survey MfNITEX 


' • Proport?ion of 

Titles With * , - 
>10 Photocopy Items 
Nat. Library Survey MINITEX 


Public 


' 0.02 0.02 


0.002 . / 


0.004 


Acadeniic * 


0.08^ ' 0.03 


0.030 


0.009 


. • Sp^lal 


0.03 0.Q3 


0.009 • . 


0.012 


Federal 


0-02 


- 0.007 . * 





SOURCE: King Research, ' Inc. : National Library Survey 
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:,t * ' ; J ' , • Table 5,3 DI^TRIBl^ION OE NUMBER OF SERIAL TITLE^^AN^^ OE PHOTgCOElf IJTEMS/ ' 

- ■ ' ,^ \ , FOR imRLIBRMY LOANrREQUESTS 'from. SE^ * 
U' • * . . ^ . ^ IN THE PAST FIVE YEARS BY TYPE OF LIBRARY-MINITEX' (1976) • ' v., 

i'> * ^ ^< • ' ^ ' ' - ' • ^ ^ 




• • 


1 1= A* ' Type^^of 

> !\ " / . 'Bbrfdwljdg No. of ^ 

* Library Libju'aries * 1 '2 


Number of Photocopy "items Per Serial Title 
•Total ■ ■ • 
3- 4 .'5 >5 ■ 6 7 8 9 10 


Total 
>10 


Total 


y \ * tublic 26 Serials' '919- 173 


50 '-25 11 


-24 


6, 


3 


- .1' 


4 - 3 


7 


1,202 


I * ' * ' » ^ ^ ^ 'Items 919 346 


150 100 . 52 


262 


36 


.21 


8 


36 30 


.131 


1,827 ■ 


> ' - ; » ' ^ ' ' o . • ~ 

1 ^ ^•■^ ' Academic- ' 68 Serials • 7,926 2014 


747 - 407-.- 203 


. 529 


156 


77 


68 


'sT^ 50 


126 


11,826 


V " Items 7,926 4028 


2241 .1628 1015 


5526 


*936 


539 


544 


468 500 


2539 


22,364 * 


5*^ Special., 38 Serials' 1,346 ' 320 


127 74 39 


7 89 


22.' 


■15 


9 


5 3 


35 


1,995 ' : 


> * * ' ; ' " Items 1,346 640 


1 381 ^6 195 


1065 


132 


.^05 


'72 


'45 30 


681 


3,923 


1 * . \ / * ^ - 

^ All Libraries 132 ^' Serials 10,191 2507 


924 , 506 253 


♦ 

642 


"184 ' 


95 


7^ 


« 

• 61 . 56 


168 


15,023 


;: / ' Items ' 10,191 50i4 

» {• > . 


,2772 2024 _1265' 

* 


6853 


1104 


665 


624 


549 560 


3351 


'28,114 


^ r . - , ■ - 

; | ^ ' SOURCE: King Research, Inc. : MINITEX Data Base 
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It- appears that Academic libraries at the national level tend to have a some- 
what higher proportion of titles that have greater than five and ten photocopy 
items within, Indiyidxial libraries. Otherwise, the data are comparable. 

5#2 Distribution of Photocopying of Interlibrary Loan Requests^ of 

> Individual Serial Titles Over All Libraries * 

Publishers probably haye greater interest in data* that indicate the 
amount of photocopying of individual ser5.al titles over all libraries, since 
this provides some evidence of what publishers can expect concerning Jjo^al ^ 
royalty payments for their serials* Unfortunately; national totals are not. 
available in this study^ but strong evidence of this result^is available from 
MX^IITEX data and one can extrapolate tliese results to national totals with^'some 
broad assumptions. The HINITEK data are presented for the 6345 unique domestic 
serial titles that haVe at least one request from one or more of the 132 li- 
braries used for analysis. The results are presented for a sample of 317 
serials by 'total requests, requests of titles published less than six years ago, 
and requests that*are eligible for royalty payment under the ^CONTU guidelines. 
Some results given in this section correlate the number of requests with number 
of subscribers (when data are available). 

The distribution of the number of serial titles having one request, two, 
three and so on, is given in Table 5.5. The results displayed in Table 5.5 
clearly demonstrate that the CONTU guidelines have a substantial screening effect 
on the number of titles with photocopy items eligible for- royalty payments. To 
p a lesser degree, they affect the total number of photocopy items for these titles 
that are eligible for royalty payment. Even when the photocopy items are added 
.over 132 libraries, we find that only 140 out of 6,345 titles have mere than 40 
photocopy items made of them. When the number of photocopy items from publica- 
tions over five years old and with fewer than six copies are not included/ it is 
'found that only 40 serial titles have more than 20 photocopy items. However, 
^ these 40r serials account foi;^,620 photocopy items. Thus, they average aboiit 65 
photocopy items each. The results clearly show that orfly a small ptoportion of . 
the serial titles have a. large number of photocopy items. In fact, the number is 
not appreciable except with a small proportion of the serial titles. 
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jfable 5.5 DISTRIBUTION OF -NUMBER OF SERIAL TITLES AND NUMBER OE PHOTOCOPY ITEMS FOR INTERLIBRARY^LQAN' 

REQUESTS, BY CONDITION* OF ELIGIBILITY, >IINITEX. (1^76f) ^ 

' ''(Sample Size 317 Serial Titles) " ' 



Total Number of PHotocopy Items Per Serial Title 



I -Condi tldh of Eligibility d >1 



6-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 ^AO 



; All Photocopy ing^, Items 
Serials 
. Items " 



0 1,920 960 5 20 4 20 260 \l, 200 600 180 140 
0 1,920 1,920 1,560 1,68'0 1,300 4,600 8,400 4,320 4,760* 



146 
10,660 



1 



/6-10 11-20 >20 



. Thotocbpy Items <6 Years 

• Serials , 1,665 1,580 740 50l) 360 220 720 340 220 

Items 0 1,580 1,480 l,-500 1,440 1,100 5,760 4; 760 * 9,470 



5 6-10 11-20- >20 

J 



Photocopy' Items <6 Years 
and' >5 Photocopy Items 

Serials' 

^ * Items 



5,925 0.0 0 0 0 260 120 40 

0 0 0 0 0 0 1,860 1,900 2,620 



SoAlCE; King Research, Inc.: MINITEX Data Base 
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Table 5*6 



NUMBER OF REQUESTS BY INDIVIDUAL. SERIALS AQftOSS 
132 LIBRARIES' -'tolTEX i976 



* 


No. of 
Serials 


All Photocopy . Photocopy 
ItemS' J Items 

lears 


Photocopy Items, 
4 6 Years iuad. 
^ J jtrnotocopy iLeius 


1 

\ 


65 
125 
315. 
635 
1270 


> 60 ^ > 39 

> 4o LI ■ 

> 27 . , ''IS 

> i6 ' " . 9 

> 8 . '•6 


' ■> 4.5 . 


Tota^ 
"AveMge 


6345 


51,419 , " ^ 28,114 . 
8.1 ■? 4.4 


e 


SOURCE: 


king Research, Inc.: 


MINITEX Data Base • / 


. - V 




4 t 


i 





Tlie table above may be interpreted as follows. All of the top 65 serial titles 
have more than 60- photocopy items. Those serials published J.ess than six years 
ago have at least 39 photocopy items each. Thoiie^ serials that vere ptiblished 
less than six years ago and that have more than five pfiotocopy items have at 
least 4 .5^ photocopy items each. . ^ ^ ^ * 

The average number of photocopy items, per title with ovet ten 
photocopy items is 28.3 photocopy Items per title. If one assumes that the 132 
MINITEX libraries are typical of the 21,280 libraries foun^ nationally, 
these 160 serial titles might yield as many as 4,500 pliotocopy items per title 
that are eligible for royalty payments. Sljjiilariy, 420 titles could yield ^ 
an average of 2,400 photocopy items per title that are eligible for uuch 
payment • 

There is some evidence concerning the rc/presentativeness of the 
serials in the MINITEX system that were requested. A publisher survey was 
conducted for CONTU by Indiana University (3) in which the proportion of 
journals was estimated for those having fewer than 3,000 subscribers, between 
3,000 and 10,000 subscribers and' over 10,000 subscribers. A similar distribution 
was compiled by King Research (4) from data from a study conducted at New York 
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University (6) and Ulrich^s International Periodicals Directory •1975'-7i6L (11). 
The/latter data* were gathered from a random sample of scienti^c and 
technical jourhals (4175). The sample of *3l*7 MINITEX serial titles was noted and 
the number of subscribers looked up in Ulrich*s. IH^. number of subscribers was 
found. for 1^6, serial titles. The distributions of subscribers f or Cnese 
three sources are compared below in Table 5.7. " ' . 



Table 5.7 NTMBER OF SERIAL TITLES WITH LESS THAN 3,000 SUBSCRIBERS: 

3,000 to 10,000 SUBSCRIBERS: AND OVEjk^lO,000 SUBSCRIBERS, 
- FROM THREE- SOlfRCES ^ / \ ' , 

^ Ntxmber of Subscribers 
3,000- \ 



Source of Data 



<3;v000 



Total 



MINITEX 


— ■, — , 

No. of Serials 


76 


. 39 


45\ 


160 




Prop, of Serials 


".48 


."24 


.28- \ 


. i.OD 


^Indiana University 


No. . of "Serials 


,. 441 


244 


253 * 


\938. 




Prop, of Serials 


' .50 


.■30 


.20 - 


. ivpo 


Kifig Research, Inc. 


No. of Serials 


.2288 


£- 1353 


• 534 . 


4175 




Prop, of Serials' 


' -54, 


^ -32 


.13 - 


i.oo\ . 



* The Indiana University study did not include serials with greater than 

100 , 000^ circulation . / '\ 

source:: India^^^ University; King Research, Inc.: MINITEX Data Base ^ 

The distribution of subscribers of. the 'serials found in MINITEX seems to be more 
like that of the Indiana Unlversiiry/serials than that of the King Reaearch 
serials, although both are reasona^y close 



\ 



\ 



One would expect the Indiana 



University results, to be closer since their journals are from a broader range 
•.oilfields which mry more correctly reflect the MINITEX titles. 

'Contrary to other yresults (5), 'it is found that the number of 
requests per serial title does not appear to be directly correlated with number 
of subscribers. The number of requests are plotted against number of 
subscribers (on a square root scale). The number of titles is also given 
in Table 5.8. 
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Figure 5.1 NUMBER OF INTERLIBRARY LOANS VERSUS CIRCULATION FOR SERIALS 
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Table 5*8 NUMBER OF TITLES" THAT ARE REQUESTED MORE 
OR LESS THAN 20 TIMES AND HAVE! MORE OR LESS 
THAN .10,'J0O'^SUBSCRIBERS.«MINITEX 1976 " 

(Sample Size 160 Titles) 



No. of Subscribers 


<20 


No. of Requests 
.>20 


Total 


i lO.OOQ 


106 


■ 11 • 


117 


■ > 10,000 




1 


43 


Total- 


148 


12 


160 



SOURCE: King Research; Inc. : HINITEX Data Base 

Ulrich's International Periodicals Directory, 1975-76 . 



One could characterize this distribution by the following three statements: 

(1) The serial titles that have a large Jltober of subscribers 
(>10,000) tend to have ^ relative]^ few number of requests 

X2) The serial titles that have a large number, of requests (>20) 

tend to have a relatively few'numbet jof sjubscribers t3^10»000) • 
(3)' The serial titles that have a few nwber of requests (<20) 
and few number of subscribers (ilOiQOOX f^re uncorj^lated. 



It is no*- known whether^ these results IioM^r ^Mbx^ies in the remaining 
parts the country. However, ^t doe^^^^ some evidence as to what pub- 
lisheis might expect. 

V 

Of particular interest is the number of serial titles that have 
various levels of photocopy items summed over libraries, A procedure for 
making gross 'estimates for these data has.be derived (Appendix C). These 
estimates are'pr^ented here by type of tran&w^ction and by vajd^us conditions 
for eligibilit^ox^ royalty payment. Table 5.9 gives the d^^lbution of 
the proportion of serial titles that have various levels of number of photocopy 
items for inter library loans. 
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Table 5*9 *^ PROPORTION OF SERIAL TITLES THAT HAVE VARIOUS NUMBERS 
, OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS, MADE FOR INTERLIBRARY LOAN REQUESTS 
BY CONDITION OF ELIGIBILITY (1976) 

" i 

» \ (Propfortlon of Serial Titles) 











Condition ' 4 


.Number! of Photocopy Items 




of Eligibility f 








0-50 ./ 51-100 


101-500 


■>500 






^ 





r 



•All photocopy 
Items 

-^.6 Years 



Replacement:/ 
Classroom and 

^ 6 Years 
' * > 5 Copies 



0.40 
0.51 

0*91 




SOURCE:* King Research, Inc.: National Library Survey 



A very high proport/ion of serial titles appear to have fewer than 100 photocopy 
items that are eligible for royalty payment. However, if one assumes a total of 
Idy 000.. total serial titles, there are still a number of serials (700) that 
have over 500 photocopy Items for inter library loan. 



^ In| Section 4f we fbynd that a small proportion-of librjaries ^Tiadie a 

very large proportion of photocopy items. Similarly, it is observed that a 
small proportion of serials account for a major pioportion of photocopy ittos 
chat are prepared for interlibraiy loan. Thelse data are given in Figure 5.2 ^ 
.on the ne^^page. f 
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0>9 



81-100 



0-20 21-40 Al-60 '61-80 

Proportion of Serials (%) 
Figure 5.2 Distribution of Serial Photocopy Item^ 

for Interlibrary Loan by Proportion of Libraries (1976) 



It is roughly estimated that approximately 86. peiTcect of the photocopy items ^ 
prepared for Interlibrary loan are made from only 20 percent of the serials. 
About iour percent of the photocopy items are made from 50 percent of the sefials 
and the remaining 50 percent of the titles account fur 96 perfsent of the photo- 
copy items made for interlibrary loan*^ / 



This picture is somewhat different when coj>sidering photocopy items 
made for local users. Only t;en percent of the serials will have fewer than 101 
photocopy items; thirty-seven percent will have fewer than 501 photocopy items, 
and one-fifth of 'the serial titles will have less than ^jOl photocopy items. 



J' 



ERIC 



136 172 



J 



Table 5,10 PROPORTIQILOF SERIAL TITLES THAT HAVE VARIOUS NUMBERS 
OF PHO:^OCOFY ITEMS. MADE FOR LOCAL USER REQUESTS BY 
CONDITION OF ELIGIBILITY (1976) 



1 

' t 


(Proportion of Serial Titles) 
* 






Condition of 




Number of Photocopy Items 






* EligibiUty ' 


0-100 • 


.101-500 


501-1000 


mm S 000 


> 5,000 


- ^, All Photocopy 
Items 


0.10 


■ 0.37 ^ 


0.20 


0.28 


, 0.P5 


< 6 Years 




0.50 


0.30 


0,00 


0.00 


< 6 Years and 
>5 Copies 


0.24 


0.50 


. 0.26 


0.00 . 

















SOURCE: King' Research, Inc.: National Library Survey 

Here, we see that a significant proportion of serial titles will have over 
1,000 photocopy items made for local users. In fact, if we assume 10,000 

serial titles, there are 2,600 to 5,300 serial 'titles over 500 photocopy items, 
depending on the- condition of eligi\>llity. 

\- . ■ 

* Since there are nore photocopy items made for local users, there 
appear^ to be a less skewed distribution of phototopying over «eriais. These 
data are displayed "in Figure 5.3 on the next page. 
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Flgu.re 5.3 Distribution of 'Photocopy Items for Local 
^ by Proportion of Serials 



81-100 



Users 



Jt is grossly estinated that 68 percent of the pnotbcopy items nade for local 
users, are prepared from 20 perce^nt of the serials* About ten percent of the 
photocopy items are made on 50 percent of the serial titles and the remaining 
90. percent made on the rest of the serial titles* 

Publishers may be particularly interested iij d^ta from the distribu- 
tioa of age of transactions* This has twtj impli<:ations* ^ The first matter has 
to do with the number pf royalty p^ymen.ts that might be receivea for previously 
published serials of various ages* The second, and pei^haps, most important 
consideration concerns when i:oyalty payments mighty be made In the future for 
currently published serials* The reason that this ma^ be important ig that the 
age of royalty payments has implications for cash flow pf income* Serials have 
a preferred financial situation because much of their incorae is received ahead 
of expenses, so that the cash f ibw and return on investment is ver> favorable* 
If the Copyright Law results in some cancellations of subscriptions in fa>ror 
of payment of royalties on photocopies, the advantage of the cash flow of sub- 
scriptions will be diminished somewhat* 
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Table 5-11 DISTRIBUTION OE PROPORTION OF TRANSACTIONS OF SERIAi;. TITLES BY AGE 
. OF PUBLICATION /BY .TYPE OF LIBRARY, BY TYPE OF TRANSACTION (1976) 



^Proportion of .Trartsactions) 



• * 

Type of Library/' 


• 


• 


Age of Serial In Years 




















Type of Transaction 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6-10 


>10 


Public • 












r 




Interlibrary Loan 


.2/7 . 


.120 


.135 


.048 


.030 _ 




• ZOZ 


Intrasystem Loan . 


.290 


.147 


.293 


.049 • 


.020 


• 052 


• ^39 


Local Users - 


.329 


,278 


.054 


.038 


.040 


• 088 1 


• 109 


Academic 












V 




Interlibrary L^an 


.126 


.162 


.089 


.083 


.075 


• 177 


• 287 


Intrasystem Loan 


.312 


.205 


■ .083 


•09.1 


.037 


• 1A8- 


• 125 


Locals Users 


.*334 


.135 


.11*8 


.084 


.054 


• 137* 


• 261 


Special ^ 














* v* 


• Interlibrary Loan . 


.246 


rl65 


.060 


.113 


.093 


• 197 


*126 


Intrasystem Loan 


.481 


.081 


,.128 


.031 


.072 


• 076 


• 131 


Local Users 


.453 


.162 


.080 


■:051 


.057 


• 099 


• 099^ 


Federal ^ 












t 




Interliferairy Loan 


.289 


• . 219 


.082 


.093 


.022 


.095 


.200 


, Intrasystem Loan 


.353 


.036 


.033 


.015 


.066 ■ 


'.200 ^ 


.300 


Local U'sers 


.384 


.170 


.144 


.080 


.039 


.117 ■ 


.070 


All Libraries 








1 ■ 








Imterlibrary Loan 


,107 


.167 


.112 


.090 


.070 


.183 


.-266 


Intrasystem Loan 


.352 


440 


.131 . 


•.055 


.043 - 


.101 


.178 


Local Users 


.409 


.204 


.076 


.050 


.04S 


.098 


.114 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc.: National" Library Survey 
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TabU 5,11 DISTRIBUTION OF PROPORTION OF TRANSACTIONS OF SERIAL TITLES BY AGE 
OF^PmiCATION, BY- TYPE OF LIBRAP!,Y, BY TYPE OF TRANSACTION 91976) 
. * (Cont'd) ' ^ 

(Proportion oJ Transactions) 



Type>t>f Library/ ^ 
Type of Transaction 


> < 


Age of Serial in Years * 




11-15 


_1^_ 


21-25 


26-50 


>•■ ^ 


Public 


r 










tnterllbrary Loan 


.055 


.054" 


.096 


.P50 


.007 


Intrasystem Loan^ 


.081 


.075 


.031 


.019 ■ ^" 


.033 


Local ^Users- 3 


.031. 


.016 


.009 


.037 


.015 


Acadeiziic 








> 


t 


Interllbrary Loan 


.083 


.062 


.056 


0 .049 


^.036 


Intrasystem Loan 


.064 


.032 


. .019 


.007 


.003 


Local* Users 


.127 


.056 


.031 


.032 

• 


..Olif 


Special 




. *» 
> 








Inte'rllbrary Loan 


,056 


-.025 


.026 


.019 


* 


Intrasystem Loan 


.036 


.032 


.016 


.047 


- 


Local Users 


.055 


.01*9' • 


-.021 


.004 




Federal . 












InterjLlbrary Loan 


.065 


;055 . 


.008 


. \ 048 


.024 


Intrasystem Loan 


.127 


.034 


.051 


.070 


.017 


Locpi'l *User8 


.028 


.026 


.004' 


.002 


.tf09 


All Libraries 












'^Interllbrary' Lean 


.075 


• .057 


.068 • 


.048 


.019 • 


. Intrasys'taid Loan 


.067 


.046 


.025 


..02& 


r015 


Local Users 


.049r- 


.021 


. .017 


.020 


.^008 



•SOURCE: King Research, Inc.: National Library Survey 
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lEvldence of the age distribjition for royalty payments is given in Table 5.11. 
. l(it is noted that data of use pf past publications must be normalized because 
Ithere were* fewer serial titles as time goes back) . 

As 1 in Section 4,rin all types of libraries, the interlibrary 
ioans tend to older than in;^system loans or local uses when a distinction 
ia made between current (first year) and older publications. Although, this 
distinction is less pronounqed dn Public libraries^ where the library materials 
tend to be nore heavily popular magazines and newspapers rather tlian scholarly 
jounials which are ..more frequently photocopied in other types of libraries. In 
^nearly all inst^ces, at least 10 percent of the transactions are ove?: ten y»ears 
oid* • Over all interlibrary transactions, 45 percent are over five years old 
and^ 27 percent are over ten years old for interlibrary loans; 28 percent are 
. over five years old and 18 percent are over ten years old for intrasystem loans; 
and- 21 percent are over five years old and 11 percent over ten years old. for 
photocc^y items made for local users. The age distribution for photocopy transr 
actions is given in Fijgure 5.4. 
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5.3 Publishers^ Preferences 

"> 

We did not survey>a sample of the publishers of the serials whose 
p^iotocop^lng we measured in this study, therefore we cannot say with certainty 
how Xhey. might react to specific alternative royalty payment mechanisms^, In 
the study recently completed for CONTU by Fry, White, and Johnsojn at Indiana 
University (3), publishers of journals were surveyed regarding their policies 
for page charges, reprint sales, and their feeiings about the pociible bene- 
fits to be derived from royalty payments for phobQcopying. Before we discuss 
the Implications of this study, the following points should be noted: 

^ First, the journals and journal publishers surveyed in the Indiana 
University study came from all fields of study but were priiaarily "scholarly" 
and "research" journals, perhaps a narrower category than the serial titles 
studied by King Research. 

Second, as discussed by Fry, Wliite and Johnson, the operational de- 
tails of specific royalty payment mechanisms, including those, considered in this 
study, the Copyright Clearance Center, and the plans of the National Technical 
Information Service, were not availaBle to the publishers whom they surveyed 
during the first five months of 19^* Nor, obviously, were the statistics in 
this repprt available to them* Their respondents might have answered some of 
their questions differently had this information been available to them. - 

Third, approximately 7Cil2 of the Indiana University journals (and 59 
percent of their tespoijding journals) were copyrighted. Their findings suggest 
that there ml^^nt be differences b.etween the views of publishers of copyrighted 
aerials and the viewa of publishers of serials wftich are not copyrighted. ^ 

Finally, regarding the implications o£ the Indiana University study 
and on our , own study of royalty payment mechanisms, the following commentr are 
tliose of King Research, Inc., and do not necessarily reflect the opinions or 
conclusions of Fry, White, and Johnson. 
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Due to tjie highly skewed nature of the distribution of photocopy 
items per serial title, it is likely that a minority of serial titles would 
account for the bulk of royalty payments. Journal publisherg in general, as 
suggested' by Fry, White and Johnson, seem to be aware of this, either intui- 
tively or because of insight about the patterns of library photocopying. In 
fact, many'of their respondents expressed cdncems about the potential com- 
plexities or bureaucracy of a royalty payment mechanism, similar to concerns ^ 
voiced by librarians, - » 

Nearly 60% of the journals responding in che Indiana University survey 
soil reprints directly, and about one third sell reprints through an agent^ 
Large circulation (210,000) joum^s are more likely to sell reprints directly 
(87.8%) than siiall circulation '(i 2,999) journals^ (56. 5%) • It is not po^ible 
to tell from this how many journals are willing to sell Sdngle teprints aj 
opposed to more than one reprint in response to a single order, One^-o^ ihe^ 
alternative royalty payment mechanisms considered in Section 6 of this i^epjDrt^ 
would require libraries to purchase photocopy items or reprints in exces^'^f 
fair use and guidelines from individual publishers* These data suggest nhat 
this would be more feasible for large serials than for small serials. Anc ther 
alternative royalty payment mechanism, the purchase of single photocopy items 
or reprints^ in excess of fair use or guidelines from a central agency, might be 
mpre appropriate for smaller Journals which do not currently offer single re- 
print galas or which might not expect to receive significant royalty income. 
In fact, of those joun^als in^ the Indiana University survey which do offer re- 
print sales through an authorized agent, a larger proportion of small circula- 
tion journals (£ 2,999» 50.8%) and medium circulation journals (3,000-9,999, 27.7%) 
pffer such a service than do large circulation journals (>10,000, 30.£%) . ^ 

Fry, White, and Johnson report that the mnjciity of jouimais do not 
display the International Standard Serial Number (ISSN) -only 36% of the re- 
sponding journals reported displaying the ISSN in each issue, with i jail circula- 
tion journals being more likely than large circulation journals to display this 
identification number. Display of the iSSN J^a essential for a transaction-based 
royalty payment mechanism. The Copyright Clearance Center is mounting a / 
special effort, with the cooperation of the National jSerials Data Program (NSDP) 
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at the Library of Congress, to ^onvince serial publishers t^' display the ISSN 
^ along with specialJy-desigued iiidividual article" coding, i^ide-scale display of 
the ISSl^ would not only aid in development of a transactioii-based royalty pay- 
m^t mechanism but would also aid in. ongoing development and utilization of 
^erials data bases, such as the Council of Library Resources-initiated Conver- 
sXon of Serials (CONSER) project. We shc^uld note hejre that there is at tho 
present time^^ no way to "force" publisher a to display the ISSN or indiyidual 
article coding. Perhaps tha pocf5bility of obtaining royalty income through a 
payment nechanism or some type of gcvemment regulation wculd offev some in- 
ducement. With regard to the former, however, data presented eJ.sewhere in this 
' report suggest that J:he uixmber of publishers which woujd t?enef it significantly 
would be in a minority if many classes of photocopying become exempt from pay- 
.ment. 

As noted in the Indiana University study, publishsrs appear to prefer 
direct, licensing of copying ovex clearinghouse arrangements for authorizix^.g photo- 
copying. An overwhelming majority of 68-7 percent of responding publishers preferred 
to license photocopying directly rather than through an agent, clearinghouse, or 

\ther method of licensing. This finding is subject to the caveat that the pub- 
lishers were not presented an example of a specific mechanism to evaluate in the 
Indiana University si^rvey. Try, White and Johnson interpret this as an a<iditional 
argument for a campaign to inform publishers about the existence and advantage* 
of a royalty payment mechanism involving licensing agreements. In addition, we 
hypothesize that this feeling of pubj.ishers might have its roots in publishers' 
fears of the cost or complexity of such a licensing cle^inghousc. On the other 
hand, publishers might feel that the number of potential licensees would be^^small 
enough so that direct licensfng would be both feasme and coat ef fective<~^r- 
baps significantly, publishers* relatively greater preferences for direct li- 
censing are not necessarily shared by librarians, since we found that librarians 
generally oppose royalty paytsent jsechanisms Involving a direct contract between 

' library and publisher.. 

r ■ " . 

Publishers of copyrighted journals were asked with respect to specific 
journal titles in the Indiana University survey what they fell would be "an appro- 
priate payment" f authorized copies v^re supplied by an agent or clearinghouse. 

\ 

145 



181 



Surprisingly-, more than 50% of the 412 responding journals specified that they 
' woidd' expect a zero payment from such an arrangement. Fry, White, and Johnson 
speculate that this is due to publishers* preferences for direct mailing or 
their perceptions of such a clearinghouse as a "convenience mechanisnv, or 
copying detexrent." Wh^n all non-zero publisher responses , are. considered, a 
mean payment of $1.44 per copy was obtained, with a minlmimi of $.05 and a maxi- 
wm of .^9. 99. Publishers of copyrighted jo^irnals who do not supply authorized 
reprints were also asked to supply the price they tfould charge for thel.r supply- 
ing of an authorized copy or reprint of an article of up to ten pages for* a 
United Str res order with accompanying payment. The mean response was $3.09 
.Htm a ndniimm of $.25 and a maximum of $9»99» For publishers who So currently 
8upp3t5;.,reprin^^^ a mean U.f5. qrdelr price ojf $3.38 was reported, uj,th a minimum 
of $.15 and a . maximum of $9.99. 
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These responses do not directly address what .portion of payment should 
*be considered to be a "copyright royalty." In the case of publisher sale of 
, reprints, labor and materials costs plus overhead must be covered before a roy- 
alty can be obtained.w In the case of a sale by a clearinghouse or agent, a 
trans.action or processing cost must be covered in addition to any royalties 
which would be transmitted to a publisher. 

5.4 Photocopyingrt>f Scientific and Technical Serials 

A large j>roportion of the serial publishing industry involves scien- 
tific arid technical material?. This section provides estimates of the amount of 
photocopying that is performed on scientfific and technical periodicals. These 
^data were derived from the titles given on the characteristics forms so that 
^they includ'> only copyrighted serials. The publications are sub-divided by 
scientific and technical, ncn-science and newspapers and magazines. These sub- 
divisions are given by type of library and type of transaction in Table 5.12. 

Overall, about 64 percent of the photocopied serJdlo are from scien- 
tific and technical publications^ It is noted that Public libraries have a 
much smaller proportion of scientific publications photoropied (46%), Aca-^ 
d'emlc libraries do 65 percent of their photocopying from scientific and 
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Table b.l2 WJMBER OF TRANSACTIONS BY TYPE OF 
PUBLICATION, BY TYPE OF LIBRARY, f 
BY TYPE OF TRANSACTION 

(Thousands of Transaction^) 



Type of -Librafy/ 
Type of 'Transaction 



^ Type of Publication 

Science Non-Science" * Fr, ir/Magazlne 



Public ^ 



Interlibrary Loan 
lutrasystem Loan 
X Local Users 
Total 



Proportion of Total 



802 
391 
2,756 
3,949 



319 
443 
2,040 
2,802 



Academic 

Interlibrary Loan 1,00? 

^ Intrasystem Loan 930 

Local Users ' ' 982 

Total . * c 2,921 



188 
370 \ 
390 
948 



Special 

Interlibrary Loan 755 

Intrasystem Loan 976 

Local Users 4,103 

Total , 5,834 



105 

17U 
645 

924 



Federal , < 

Interlibrary Loan 167 

Intrasystem Loan 365 

Local Users 924 

Tot^al ' 1,456 



. 6 
10 
16 
32 



All Libraries 

Interlibrary Loan 2,733 618 

Intrasystem Loan 2,662 997 

Local Users ' 8,765 3,091 

Total 14,160 4,706 



.64 



.21 



151 
' 578 
1,119 
1,848 



:58 

272 
306 
1636 




7 
<1 
146 

154 



' 251 
852 
2,047 
3,150 



.14 



SOURCE: 




earch. Inc.: National Library Survey. 
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Proportion 
Science 



.63 
.28 
.47 
.46 



.80 , 
.59 
.59 

.65 'f 



.84 
.85 
.79 

.30- 



.93 
.97 
.85 
.89 

.76 
.59 
.63 
.64 



technical serials. Special libraries do 80 percent and Federal "libiraries do 
89 F'srcent, There is not quite the disparity *am6ng types of transactions. 
About ^76 percent of photocopying of interlibrary loans afe from scientific 
and tecluiical serials, 59 percent of intra^ystem loans from^them^and 63 percent 
of photocopying "for local users from them. 

We find that most of the scientific and technical serials are pre- 
pared by domestic publishers. Overall, about 70 percent- of '^Chem are from domes- 
tic publishers. However, Special libraries photocopy the highest proportion of 
foreigji serials (^3%);, and the Federal Libraries' proportion of foreign serials 
is about 29 percent. ^»in Public libraries, only about' one percent of j[iho to copying 
is from foreign* serials. The variation among types of transactions ranges from 19 
percent of photocopies from foreign publications for intrasystem loan to 35 percent 
for local users. These results are displayed in Table 5.13. 




Table 5.13 DISTRIBtJTIO^ OF PROPORTION OF TRANSACTIONS 
OF FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC COPYRIGHTED SCIENT;.FIC 
SERIALS BY TYPE OF LIBRARY AND 
BY TYPE OF TRANSACTION 

^ ^Proportion of Transac^onrf) • 



Type of Copyrighted Scientific Serial 

Domestic 



Type of Li^ ;y 








Public 


.011 




. .989 * 


Academic 


.117 




.883 


Specif 

<• 


.•'*31 




^ .569 


Federal 


.2*38 




.712 


All Libraries 


. 301 




-.699 

■s 


Type of Transaction 








Interlibrary Loan 


.225 




.775 


Intrasystem Loan 


.193 




.--—^.807 


Local Users 


.346 




.654 


All Transactionri y 


.301 / 




.699 


SOLTICE: King Research, IiJlC^ 


Nation^ Library Survey. 

\ / 
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The age distribution of domestic, copyrighted scientific and techni- 

* < 
cal serials is given in Table S.14 by type of library and type of trans- 

action* Overall, the age distribution of*these serials seems to reflect that 
observed in Table T.ll for all serials. However, when foreign, copyrighted 
serials are considered, it appears that the age distribution is somewhat 
different. For the most part, for all types of transactions, more of the pho- 
tocopied serials are younger than domestic serials. These data are displayed 
iii' Table 5.15. 

Age distribution was also established for the MINITEX data base. All 
of these responses were coded into the nine NSF fields of science. Thes'e data 
are displayed in Tables 5.16 through 5.18 for Public, Academic and Special 
.libraries respectively. Because the characteristics of scientists and engi- 
neers in Minnesota are likely to be diiferent from those in the rest of the U.S. 
comparison of total number of loans amoug the fields of science for the MINITEX 
datal^ase is not advised. However, usq. of the age distributions jf/ithin a partic- 
ular field of science by typ^ of library see^ms reasonable. In Public librarie^^ 
26 percent of the loans are for publications over ten years old. Academic li- 
braries 23 percent and Special libraries 15 percent. This is reasonably similar 
to the national library survey results where Academic libraries were 28xpercent 
arid Special libraries 11 percent. However"*, *ublic libraries were AO percent 
compared to 26 percent in MINITEX. 

Across all typ'es of libraries, we find that Mathematics, Environmental 
Science, and Other Sciences appear to have loans from older publications. These 
three* sciences have between 37 and 39 percent of their loans from publications 
over ten years old. In Computer Sciences only 19 percent of the loans were 
from serials ^er 10 ye( :s. All of the remaining sciences and engineering 
ranged from 22 to 28 percent over ten years eld. 
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Table 5.14 DIS;rRIBUTipN, OF PROPORTION OF TRANSACTIONS OF DOMESTIC, COPV^GHT, SCIENTIFIC 
SERIAL^TITLES BY AGE OF PUBLICATION, BY TYPE OF LIBRARY, \ 
BY TYPE OF TRANSACTION 



(Proporltlon of Transactions) 



\ 



\ 



Type of Library/ 
'Type of Transaction 


' 1 


. 2 


3 


4 


Age of Serial in Years 
5 6-10 >10 11-15 




16-20 


\2i-25 


26-50 


>5b . 


iPublic 






















• 




/ interlibrary Loan^ 


.203 


.054 


.171 


,019 


.017 


.136 


.399 


.093 


.073 


.134 


.043 


.057 


; Intrasystem Loan ^ 


.555 


.090 


.086 


.055 


.014 


.086 


, .115 


.085 


- 


.015 


.015 


- 


Local Users 


.428 


.189 


.091 


.051 


.054 


.116 


.072. 


.019. 


.014 


.005 


.026 


.009 " 


'Academic 






- 




















Interlibrary J^an 


.118 


.147 


.097 


.101 


,068 


.192 


.276 


.086 


.076 


*066 . 


.024 


.024 


Intrasystem Loan 


.323 


.163 


.101 


.082 


.037 


.170 


.123 


.072 


.020 


'.023 


. .003 


.006 


Local Users 


, .296 


.109 


.150 


.057 


.0£0 


.154 


.173 


.082 


.052 


.0^ 


.014 


.002 


ijSpecial ^ " 
























V 


Interlifrary Loan 


.115 


.440 


.104 


.040 


.052 


.139' 


.109 


.102 


.003 


.^02 


.002 


.001 


Intrasystem Loan 


.367 


.236 


.070 


.052 


.039 


.082 


.153 


.029 


.042 


. .010 


.071 




Local Users ^ 


.631 


.060 


.052 


-043 


.038 


.087 


.089 


.041 


.016 


.027 


.005 


.001 


Federal 


























Interlibrary Loan 


.295 


-.252 


.087 


.074 


.061 


.098 


.133 


.032 " 


.017 


.009 


.032 


.044 


! Intrasysteifl Loan 


.354 


.037 


.033 


.014 


.043 


.194 


.326 


.148 


.035 


.053 


.071 


.018 


Local Users 


.293 


'.205 


.155 


.079 


.044 


.135 


.090 


• .045 


.027 


.013 


.001 


.003 


All Libraries 


























Interlibrary Loan 


.152 


.190 


.119 


.063 


.050 


.159 


.266 


.088 


.056 


.068 


.025 


.030 


Intraavstem Loan 


.370 


.163 


.079 


.060 


.036 


.134 


.160 


.069 


.027 


.021 


.03^ 


.005 


Local l9ers 


.512 


.108 


.081 


.050 




.106 


.095 


.041 


.021 


.020 


.010 


.002 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc.! National Library Survey. 





Table 5.15 DISTRIBUTION^ PROPORTION OF TRANSACTIONS OF FOREIGN, COPYRIGHTED, 
SCIENTIFIC SERIAL TITLES BY AGE OF PUBLICATION, BY TYPE OF LIBRARY, 
BY TYPE OF TRANSACTION 

^ (Propotcion of Transactions) 



type of' Library/ 
'■'TVne of TrAnsactlon 


1 


2 


3 


4 


Age 0^ Serial in Year's 


11-15 


16-20 


91 -9S 




>50 


Public 


















* 


• 






Interlibrary Loan 






.005 




;469 




.5^7 


.005 




— 


- 


.512 


Ixitrasystem Loan 


- 




- 


- 








- 


- 


- 


- - 




' Local User's 


.131 


.013 


.023 


.013 


.032 


.520 


.269 


.082 


.050 


. .054 


.047 


.036 


Ac^emic 


























Interlibrary Loan 


.243 


.153 


.099 


. 0o3 


.078 


■ .184 


.181 


. xxo 


* m 9 




^026 • 


.022 


^ Intrasystem Loan 


.213 


.125 


.099 


.042. 


.146 


.2,90 


.085 


.027 


.057 


.001 






Local Users 


.592 


.C>i 


.051 




.026 


.102 


. .097 . 


.056 


.013 


.012 


^008 


.007 


Special 


























Interltbprx^Lgan. , 205 


.245 


.026 


.18*7 


.053 


.172 


.111^ 


. uoo 




. U^JL 


009 




Intrasysteir Loan - ' 


' .318 


.247 


.1^2 


.159 




.034 


.X)70 


.036 


.034 








Local Users 


.415 


206 


.121 , 


.041 


.066 


.092 


.047 


.024 


. 00/ 




001 





Federal 








— " — — ■ 


















I Interlibrary Loan 


. 331 ^ 


.126 


.153 


.12<> 


.050 


.113 

• 


.106 


.018 


.041 


. .004 


.039 


.004 


1 latrasystem Loan 


.498 


.054 


.062 


.028 




.i5q 


.057 


.027 


.028 


.001 


.001 


.001 
« 


Local Users 


.367 


.122 


.167 


.0^5 


.092 


.101 


.096 


.044 




-.009 


.043 




All -Libraries 

, Interlibrary Loan 


.0J4 


.224 


.110 




.089 


" .206 


.181 


.097 


.027 


.013 


.026 


.025 


Intrasystem Loan 


,346 


.133 


• 106 


.070 


.107 


.167 


.071 


.030 


-.040 


* 






■ Local Users 


.4.V4 


.200 


.120 


.042 


. .066 


.096 


.052 


.027 


.007 


' .014 
• 


.qo3 





SOURCE: King .Research, loc* : Nai:io:iaJ. Library Survey 
Le^s than one-half of one-.tenth oi ona percent. 
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Table 5.16 AGE OF INTERLIBRARY LCANS FOR PUBLIC LIBP ARIES BY, FIELD OF SCIEffCE 

(Nuuber of Loans) 



Field of Science 



Year Published 

1976 197'^ 1974 1973 1972 1971 1970 1969 1968 



196/ ^1966 Total 



'•Physical Science 2 
^Mathematics 

^Computer Science 2 

Environmental Science 6 

^Engineering ' T 12 

Life Science 68 

Psychology 7 

Social Science 4i 

Comprehensive (All Other) 6 



4 

30 
4 

21 

41 
163 

53 
122 

24 



'3 
19 
1 
9 
24 
160 
42 
110 
17 



3 

3 
U 
15 
121 
39 
69 

9 



1 
9 

6 
71 
30 
.55 

. 4 



■ 3 
' 1 
1 
4 
3 
51 
26 
48' 
2 



2 
8- 
'7 
36 
17 
10 
•5 



3 
6 

"so 

23 
25 
5 



6 
1 
^8 
17 
15 
1 



46 
11 
13 

4 



Ttftal 



144 



462 385 274 183 



139 



89 



112 



6-9 



27 55* - 

• 5 58 • 

* " 14 

46 124 

56 . ,173 

302 i.,m-L 

65 330" 

144 652 

46' . 123; 



691 2,625 ; 



SOURCE: King Reseaxch, Inc; : rilNITEX database. 
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/'Table '5.17 AGE OF INTERLIBRARY LOANS' FOR ACADEMIC LIBRARIES BY FIELD OF SCIENCE 

^(Number of Loans) 



.Field of Science 



1976 1975 1974 1973 



Year Published- 
1972 1971 1970 



1969 1968 ' 1967 £1966 Totkl 



^Physical Science 
|\ Mat!iiem4tics 
||coinputer Science 
l|Wyironm Science* 
I Engineering 
*^±fe* Science 
Psychology 
Social Science 
Comprehensive (All Other). 



'204 


170 


• 93' 


- n 


44 


45 


31- 


■ 34 


34 


15 


25 


14 


15 . 


11 


9 


' 7 


-6 


3 


2 


36 


22 


18 


20 


•12 


5 


13 


9 


28 


179 


248 


88 


67 


.41 


65 


36 


37 


68 


223 ^ 


--184 


-1-3 7 - 


.-73 


57 


47 


32 


21 


597 


2,437 


2^170 


1,382 


919 


. 683 


559 


444 


361 


97 


530 


561 


299 


211 


169 


, 128. 


79. 


88 


368 


1,457 


1,j34 


842 


538 

.; 

•74 


399 


266 


216 


221 


61 


246 


172 


107 


63 


38 


51 


39 



305 . . 1,063 
97- 207- 
41 183 
485 , 1,200 
•375 1,243 
3,640 13,529 
66? ■ 2,909 
1,'976 7,779. 
69'6 ' 1,577* 



tlota 



1,440 5,303 4,698 2,966 1,957 1,'478 1,146 911 814 



boURCE: King Research, Inc.: IJLINITEX database. 



95 8,285 29, "693 
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Table 5.18 AGE OF INTERLIBKARY LOANS FOR SPECIAL LIBRARIES BY FIELD OF SCIENCE 
. . ■ . (Number of >:Loans) 



If''' 












■p&blished'- . 












|: Field of Science 


1976 


' 1Q7S 


lQ7/i 


1073 


1972J 


1971 


1^970 


'l969 


19.6? 


1967 


.il966. 




Physical Science 


112 


59 


AO 


33 


17 


19 


10 


14 


14 


12 


52 


382 


Hathematics . . 


4- 


2 


3 


3 


1 


1 


2 


2 


2 




•15 


35 


Computer Science 


14 


10 


- 6 


8 


2 


1 




2 


2 


2 


- 7 


,54 


{Environmental Science 


49 


22 


18 


13. 

« 


6 


9 


2 


4 




4 


15 


142 ■ 


Engineering 


44 


43 


33 


;24 


15 


* 9 


6 


3 


} 


4 


38 


'226 


Life Science 


559 


365 


232 


160 


100 


•68 


56 • 


28 


31 


• 31 


230 


. 1,860 


1 PsycKalojgy : 


43 


102 


47 


47 


29 


34 


'22 


20 


17 


15 


83 


459" 


^Social Science 


176 


228 


148 


. Ill 


88 


69" 


45 


. 36. 


47 


20 


224 


1,194 


Compreher^ive "(All Other) 


46 


58 


42 ■ 


31 


18 


15 


11 


5 


2 


3 


12 


?63 


Total ^ • 1 




889 


569 


• 431 


276 


025 


154 


116 


122 


91 


S96 


A, 616 



SOURCE: rj.ng Research, 



MINITEX database. 
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^ » . s SECTION ^6 ^ • r , .^x 

IMPLibATIONS FOR THE DEVfiLOPMENT "OF EOYACTY PAYMENT MECHANIsilS 



^ This section is divided Into four parts. In 6.1 w^^describe^the 

r 

'factors* -relevant t& the ^valuation-of alternative royalty payment mechanisrss.. 
S^tion 5.2 lists hypothetical mechanisms ^developed to -serve as examples of ^ 
sevefal„^^f,^;^rit" design ^Rect?3^v * * ' * ' , . 

' \ / . J . ' ' 1 

% The feasibility 'of tliese aft^rnati-fes Is examined in Sectfbn*j6.3 in 

terms of speed, accuracy, transition cost,., and operational cost. We summarize 

our conclusions infection* 6.4. , \ , - ^ . * 

6.1 ' Factors^tb be Considered >in Selecting from Among Alternative Royalty 
— ' '■ ' ^ ~ ' ~ 

^ Payment "Mechanisms - ' 

In this section, we describe some factors which* should^ be taken into 
aqcouRt in:«5electirig among alternative mechanisms.^ These factors are presented 
frbij) the perspective of Individual libraries and publjUhers to aid them in sfer ' 
letting from among , alternatives. The purpose of the evaluation is not to makev 
speeffic 'recommendations, but rather to point out tHe advantages and disadvan- 
jtages, as we see them^ to individual libraries and publishers. It'^appears that 
certain adv^tages and disad^n^dges become importan^t with libraries that have 
high or" low volume eligible photocopying. Similarly, the relative advantages 
and disadvantages of alternative royalty payment mechanisms Y^ry by the volume 
of photocopying that is eligible for^payment to serial publishers.' Therefore, 
the advantages and disadvantages are presented for libraries with high and low- 
volumes of eligible photocopying and publishers that have serials with high and 
Ipw volumes 'of eligible royalty payments. Clearly,' it is unlikely that any one* 
single' royalty payment" mechanism will be universally adapted by all libraries and 
• all publishers. Thus, it would seem to be helpful libraries and publishers 
to know their options and what the advantages and disadvantages are for each. 



• , ' . . ■ 155 . . / 



' /i » As ^hown in previous -sections, one of the most important constraints i 
the volume of eligible ^photocopying, is still an uncertauty. Another important 
cohsideratjio^ is the need to balance public access to "information with the need 
of copyright holders for a fair return. 'At the least, the existing vsegments of ' " 
the copyright environment (libraries , users,, authors, publishers, federal .govern- 
ment, etc.) should , be able tc^ absorb the .added cost of a royalty pajnment raech~* ^ 
an^.sm. From a different perspectj.ve, a shift oJE^ resources, should Occur ^£rom 
one segment- to another which would not result in a degradation of existing levels^ 
of per^rmance or service^for any of ^ the segments. ^This ^shift hopefully would 
result in improvements in performance or service (or increased survivability) 
*f or at least one of the segments. Such. op.timality and 'social welfare consid- 
era tions, 'however, need to be translated into more practical terms. The important 
question is whether it is feasible to develqp a mechanism which will transmit royalty 
.payments to copy^right holdere in piroportion to the amount of library photo- 

^copying of individuaP copyright holders' materials which would be eligible 
* <% . . - 

for royalty pajnments. ' ^ . , . • ^ 

* ^ Thej following assumptions should also be kept in mind %hen reading 
tiie following 'discussioiu* * , ^ • 

\ • ' ' ^- ^ ■ ' 

• Copyright holders are assumed to be publishers* " « . 

^ ^^^^^ initially, royalty payment mathanisms will be concerned 

chief ly with photocopying of domestic (U.S.) published materials. 

^ \ 

^ • The published material^of chief concern to 'the mechanisms (at 

least initially) will be serial articles, 

,-: '-■ . , ■ . ■ 

Thepe assumptions may only'hoJLd over the next. few years, but^they do simplify 
the discussion of specific factors that might be used in selecting among 
alternative royalty pajrment, mechanisms. t * • ' 

•Additional fa.ctors which need to be taken into account are the lollow- 
ing: V . ' ' ' ^ ' . ' \ 



*The alhount.of. photocopying for Indl-^dual serial -titles , ^ 



; Thls^As particularly important sihce a lapge proportion of. serial * 
titles will have fe» sma^l ainouht of ^photocopying and' a small proportion of* * 
serials will have a substantial number of^ ph&tocopying itemb eiirgible for 
payment. ' ^ ; « " * \ - , ■ ' ^ 



* The prevailing, attitudes of libraifles and puBlj:^hers concerniiig • 
• • - *alternati^fe* royalty-^payment ioechani6ms * \ 

'Clearly, alternative- m^hanlsms must have some degree of acceptance , 
l>y all-«pa»fc£es or they wi^l not be successful. HjIs is especially ^important * 
in'«a volunnary^ mechahism? ' - . • • * ' ^ 

Th'e^market* economic implications c/f alternative mechanisms ^s^ 

. The ijayment^of royalties will have some Economic impact on lijbraries. 
Jliey .qouldMncrease ^dgets to absorb the'payqients pr '"equire reallocation oi ^ 
their budgets to absorb the costs.'/* « 

• The capability of Iglbraries and publishers to ijmplement alternative 
' • mechanisms . . j . « . ' • 

'\ , Each me'chanUsm ha^ practical and economi<? implications for the parties 

involved and whether , they have the, capability to implement mechanisms. 

^ ' % * *. 

V \:- • . ■ . ^ 

^ Th'exproportion of photocopying at individual librar jies which wqlild 
be*c eligible fot: payment- . 

. At 6ome poim:^-^miividual libraries' liability forr paypient must be 
det6ianlnedp The proportipn of, photocopying eligible for payment will affect 
how efficient various measurement techniques will be. The proportion of pho^io- 
cbpying t;hit is eligible also has some bearing on the complexity of accounting 
■for the numbfer of eligible phqtocS^^ items'. ' . . " " * 
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- Use of existing payment channels versus deVe.lopment of new, payment 

channels ♦ ' ' • ^ 

^ . •.. ■ •■ • / ■■■ 

♦ » The use of Existing payment and distribution channels such as inter- 
library loan systems and information^retrieyal networks would t6nd to make 
start^-iUp and operation p^^^a^ajanent mechanism, .easier than if a totally new ^ 
^mechanism had to be designed and ijnplemented. \Pn the othtrr tiand, there is no 
guarantee that exis^tirig mechaxlisms^'cojild be easily adapted. ^ ^ * ' 

Differegtiation' Between Intei>llbrary Loan Photocopy and Photocopy 

» . "t ' ' ' - " ^ " • *ik 

for. Local Users and -IntYasyst^eiii Lending . • - 

' ' * • * ■ - . 

' , As noted many timas in this "report, ILL payments would be,v under the 

CONTU. ILL guidelines, the responsibility pf ihe requesting library* Thus, a 
library would not be ,I^esponsible for the photocopying it does in response to 

, other libtaries' ILL requests. Volume estimates by the.J.ibrary or some other 

. party»w6uld have to take this into account*. * ' 

Method us&d for estimating or counting -eiiglblV photocopying . 



^ To determine eligible photocopying, volunie, census or sampling approaches 
.mi-ght^be used. This "ttudy employed a sampling approach: a sample of librarie^ 
^nd a sample *pf photocopying withiiL. these libraries were ofes.erved, and national 
and ahi^iual estimates were projected from these samples. A censiJfe approach tq 
^determine eligil^le photocopy items might start with all potentially eligible 
libraries, and then some method would be allied to record all eligible *phpto- ^ 
. copy items. From^the standpoint of royalty payments, a, census o% all lib^raries 
and photocopying would^^rovide the most accurate data. The uncertainty of ^ 
sainplin^would be avoided.. On', the other hand,, such a scheme would probably \ 
be expensive to operate, , especially if the cost to participkting libraries 
is also taken into account, ^n addition, carefjil sampling procedures woiild 
' generate stattsScally Valid data.^ 
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Degree to w hich non-s tandardization, can Ue 'tolerated. 

..J — ^7T^ ^ — ^ 

.* , Interllbraxy loan (ILL) forms have been standardized, by the American 

Library Association (ALA) . Photocopying operations and IaJ- operations within 

libraries aire not, standardized. Nelthe* arejserlal'publlshersj formats for 

copyright xtotice display (although it is noted that standard?? have been pro- 

' ' ' , ♦ • ' / • 

posed and partially Implemented over the^years) . Any royalty payment mechanism 

must. taKe into account the current variety of practicfes. .Even though standard- 

izatlpn might be initially expensive, it shpuld aim for •a reductign. i-n long-run 

-costs.. For Cost savings to be realized,, however, standards* for different pur- 

iposes or operations should be compatible. Examples that might be cited are the 

standardization of bibliographic d^t^ used by^abstractlng and indexing '.services 

ands the standardization of article CQdlng such as that proposed rf or AAP's/ 

Copyright Clearance Center. j: * , - 

, ' . ' . " ^ : 

» Relationship between data collection and dis'tribution channels . 

. Dat-a co»Ile4tl\3n is defined here as tj^e d^tectio^of^photocopying that 
rej^ires payment, and the estimation o£ its volume. A ^distribution channel is 
the way materials and paymQ»*s are transncLtrCed among copyright holders and 11- 
braries. If^ it were possible .to combine data collection tod. distribution 

^ * ' ' . ' \ , - J- . • 

channels, or at least make them compatible, operational costs of the payment^ 

• > .\ 

mechanisiH might be reduced. On the othet^hand, a lacTc of standardization in 

: <^ ^ ' • . ' ' . ■ >\ . 

prdering and billing procedures might 'negate these^ sdvlngs. 



Relationship between transaction level and paytgent. level. i 

There are several variations of the relationship betwe^ transaction 
#level and payment level. Royalty payments to copyright holde^^ might be made 
on a one-to,-9fle basis to the number of eligible photocopy items. Second, in 



^11 « 



,an intermediate variation, royalty payments might be^made on a "sliding scal^* 
roughly related to the numbftr. of actual or j)otential eligible photocopy items. 
Th4.rd, royalty payments might be only Indirectly re,^,ated to the numbe^^ of ellgl 
ble photocopy, items. The first two require potentially expensive data collec- 
tion procedures tp be developed and implemented. The last variatlQu would be 
less expensive, but would be less accurate,' and would ^stlll re.qulte tj^e'^ Imj^e- 
mental[lon of an accounting and billing operation; 



' Prom- the above discussion 9f relevant factors, it should be possible 

to develop .a ^list of criteria against which ^alternative royalty paymen^ 

mechanisms might ;be compared. Before this is doni, however, it *is useful to - ^ 

•descril)e^the' nature' of the mechanisms which will be compared for their feasir 

biiity,. This is best done by describing the .functions ,to be performed the . 

. * * • ' • , \ * - *< • ' . . \ ' * • 

mechanisms^. / , L \ . ' ' -4 

The primary function of the royalty* payment .mechanisms is to facils"-^ 
•tate the following six separate "flows" of doctiments^ informatiorf>,t)r payments: . 

;i'. Th^flow of requeistfe (ordSrg) for phofocopy items from individual/ 
X to. libraries and from libraries to. suppliers of photocopy, items 

- Z. - The flow of data from libraries to or through a mechanism (and. 
^possibly to copyright owners) concerning the ypjl-upe and chafac- ' 
^ ' . * teristic's of. eligible photocopy items. \ . 

^ . 3*. ,The fltw of payments from libraries, to dopyright owners 'based* 
« upon the .Volume* and 'charact eristics of eligible photocopy items. 

^ 4. The flow of .requests for authorizations to copy from libraries 
't6,copyright ox«iers. " ' ' ' 

; *- ^ 5. ' le.flow of authorizations to copy' from copyright owners to • 

libraries , ' _ * - . < * ' 

^6*, The actual flow of photocopy items from and betweeriJ,librarfes*. 

The feasibility of a. royalty payment mechanism is defined as the degree 
to"which«it satisfactorily facilitates the flow of .documents, information or 
payments. 'In order to evaluate these flows, the following general criteria are 
-^ '.proposed:* \ ^ ' * , ' , - , . 



Speed ^ .> c 

• Accuracy 

^» Transition Co^ 

• Operational Cost. 



Speed refers to the relative speed with which a request, document, 
. payment, or information ab^out a photocopy item is transm^-ttfed between intgrested 
parti§.s,' One of the most critical*\components in/. which speed is"!^' important is 

' ' ' ' ■ * -160 ' " . , 



the spQ^d oi delivery, the time betwe^ a- user's expression of § request ajid 
the, time the requert is satisfied with an original document or a photocopy 
item, A mechanism which imposes, a delay between the time a Request for«a 
photocopy item is ma'de and the time it is rece^ived by its user whicb- is greater 
than the delay experienced in an alternative'*mechahism is, other things being 
jequal, less desirable than the ofher mechanism. Another aspect Of speed particu^ 
lafly ^relevant to publishers is the speed of payment, reflecting the time delay ' 
between a 
publisher. 



bet^ween a transaction involving an .eligible copy and receipt of payment .1^ the 



Acc uracy here refers to the. positive ccJ^elation between a serial title 
eligible photocopying and the payment received by its publisher. Other things 
being equal, 'the larger the number of eligible photocopy items, the greater wo.uld 
be .the royalty payment to. the publisher. Conversely, the smaller the number of 
^eligible photocopy items for which a library is responsible, th6 smaller^would be 
that library's royalty payments. 

' " '* • ' ■ ^ . ' ■ . ■ ' ' . 

Transitiorf Cost refers to the time, effort, and resources necessary 

} . . 

to start up a mechanism and thereby make it operational. It is emphasizea 

Jt/of 



that transitional cost refers to more thah the actual dollar cost/of physical 

activities '6xa facilities* < it also refers to the dif f icult-td-measure tJtoe 

t^^^^- * . . ' ' ' ' \ J 

and energ^l.ost to the design and setting up* of a mechanism which is afjieast 

c> a. step removed from providing the user with^a "legal" photocopy anc' tlie 'publislier 

with a royalty payment.. In a* Vense, this present study is an'ex'ample of a ^ 

transitional cost, since it does*not contribute directly to either of thesd^ 

goals, but is more useful to ^the initial stages of planning and the evaluation 

of. altern^tivles. . ; ' . 

Operational Cost refers to the cost. imposed upon the participants by 
^ administration of the mechanism. Generally sjpeaking, an increase in accuracy 
, may rje^ult in increased costs, due to the need for more accurate countln&^or 
estimation of eligible transactions.. Since royalty pajrments are^sume^d to be 
forValue received, they are not included in Transition Cost or. Operational 
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6.2 Description of Alternative Royalty Payment Mechanisms ' * \' 

•»For the Copyright Royalty Library Survey, capsule "descriptions of 
.alternative ^royalty, payment mecjianisms were (feveloped in order to obtain ,y , 
expressions of libi:Mies.- preferences • Based upioh responses to this survey 
and- upon further research. King Research developed r. revised' list of alter- 
native , royalty payment mechanisms (RPMs) : • ^ 

RBM-l Libxairies would purchase photocopy items in' ^excess of, fair 

use and guidelines from a central agency. The central agency 
^ would transmit payments to publishers. * 

• > * 
\ , RPM-2 Libraries would purchase photocopy items in excess of uso 

/ and guidelii^fes from individual publishers. ' * 

RPM-*3 Liberies woui4 pay ah optional higher subscpiption price 

for ^hose serials from whic^ they anticipated making sufficient 
photocopy itjfms to be eligible for paynerits. 

RPM~4 .Libraries would pay higher subscription prices for all serials, 
^ ,in effect pacing for a "blanket" photocopying license. * 

\ . ' / ' ' 

RPM-5 Publishers of^high-volume serials wpuld establish direct li- , 

•^censing agreement with, llbr'aries which make a high volume 

of eligible photocopy litems. , ^ ^ 

• ^ ' ^ \ i ■* 'V 

RPM~6 A central agency or clearinghouse would estimate' or measure 

. * ^ eligible photocopying volume and would perfom accounting 

and billing operations asv^well as /serving &s an agent, for' 

•* publishers.!. '\ i t 

RPM-7 Libraries would /pur chase royalty /ststops or coupons from a ^ 
central agency which would' then be affixed to ^photocopy * 
' \ " items eligib^le f 6r/payment . *^ * ' • 

RPM-^8 ^ Libraries^ would pay rofcfities through existing and develop- 
\ ing ILL and document delivery systems. v ^ 

RPM-9 .Libraries would *T)ay a fee for ^ach photocopying machine to 
a\.central agency which woiild then distribute these payments 
, 4; as royalties to copyright owners. ^ \ 

, RPM-l,vthe purchase $f excess photocopy items 'from a central agency,'- 
requJ^ires a library to determine the ppint at which ,f air use or guidelines ^ 
would be exceeded. At this point ,\njrchase of additional or excess photo-, 
copy t:tem8 would be made from/a central agency. 



\ 
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RPM-2, the purchase of .excess photocopy items from individual pub- 
lishers, also' requires a library to determine th^ point at which fair use or 
^guidelines would be exceeded. At* this point, ^purchase of additional or^,excess 
' pihotocopy ^items or're^ihts would be made from the Individual'publishers.. 

RPM-3, optional higher subscription price, would*result 1^ a library's 
identifying t^ose^seriai^titlts from which i|t expected to photocopy^in excess 
, of fair use or guidelines. Tbe library would then agree to pay an optionally , 
^higher subscription price (set b5^ the publisher) for these serials, thereby 
""Staining in advance permission to make excess copies.; • * 

For RPM-4, blanket higher subscription price, libraries woyld pay 
higher'^subscription prices for all their serial titles, thereby obtaining 
in advance permission to do excess photocopying. 



RPM-5, direct licensing between high-voljim^libraries and high- 



' volume serials, would involve individual. agi.eements between publishers and 

( • ' . • V . 

libraries concerning royalty payment for photocopy itsjns in excess of fair ^ 

use and guidelines, agreements which might vary among the various ^a!rticipants. 

(This alternative' is not likely to be releviant tQ low-volume libraries.) 



R]gM-6, a central agfeqcy for counting, billing, and payment', would ^ 
perform these functions as an agent for the publishers- wh^Cl;i were its sponsors. 
Through some method It would estimate or count the level of eligiile photo- 
copying. of libraries, and bill or license them* accordingly. The Copyright" 
Clearance Center designed by the Association of American Publisiiers (AAP) is 
a specific example of some aspects, of this 'alternative. 

In mechanism alternative RPM-7, libraries would purchase royalty 
- ' f 
stamps or coupons from a central agency. Required royalty payments would* be \ 

stated in •the serial. Tljesa stamps, would be affixed to eligible photocopy 
items to demonstrate that a reqtiired royalty pa ient had been made. Distribu- 
tion of payments to publishers might be made in one of 51^0 ways. First, a 
central agency would monitor^ the volume df stamps affixed to -^:opies from s'pe- 
cific serials ,on a census or sampling .basis, and distribute payments to indi- 
vidual publishers based on the data collected in such a monitoring operation. 



Second, the central agency .'would distribute ^he payments on some other bas^is, * 
^ possibly not directly related' to^the volume of photocopying of specific fitles^, 

RPM-'S involves the payment of toyalties. through existing systems,* 
Examples of "existing systems" are the folloving: interlibrary loaif networks, 
' document delivery ser\^ices, both for-profit and not-for-f)rof it (e.g., Insti- 
*tute for Scientific Information, National Technical .Information Service, Univer- 
sity Microfilms International) , and locate information brokers and information- 
on-demand services. Some of these systems Already have royalty or licensing 
agreements in operatio^j *but many do not. . « 

RPM-9, the^ayment of a photocopying machine fee to a centraj. agency, 
would require the dev^opment of a mecjianism to allocate royalty payments pro- 
portional to photjocopying volume among tfie various publishers whose serials * 
are photocopied. ^ - • ' f ' 

In- the next section, these hypo*thetijcal "mechanisms'* are evaluated. We 
note that these mechanisms are not entirely* lndep^i\dent^ An opejrating; mecha- 
nismrmight. need^to adopt operational *de tails fyom more^^than one alternative. 

^ ^ . . . ' ' " ^ ' * : V 

6.3* Comparative Evaluation ,of Alternative Royalty Payment Mechanisms 

' \ ^ * . • . . . - " I 

ks. more exenroti^ns and guidelines are established, the sctBening process 

to detetmine whether photocopying is, eligible for payment also becomes moge com^ 

plex. If accuracy of payments is important, a transact ton-^ased mechanism, where 

' ^ ' . / > 

royalty payments are correlated ufth per-tille copying, is appropriate, other ^, 

things being equal. If tr^sition co^t and^ operational cost' are to be minimized, 
,a limited tranSaction-b^sed. system, possibly using existing payment and delive^ 
channels, appears more appropriate. The trade^^ffs are somewhat complex, due to 
the potentially small proportion of libraries and- serial titles likely to L.e in- 
volved,, operationally to a.. sign:^f leant degree. In a' transaction-based mechanic, 
the actual number of eligible^phntocopy items made ox requested by a specific li- 
brary or library system would need to be determined in order for accurate pay- 
''""ments to be made. If libraries are completely responsible for this screenlnfe^ 
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a burdrn is placed upon them. A significant variable Is the proportion of php- , 
tocopy items within a given library which would be ^eligible for royalty payments,, 
as well as' the actual number% A large proportion of libraries have indicated 
that thej/ would not be able to absorb" th^ cost of havlflfe ,to perform such screen- 
ing for photocopying for their local .patrons. In addition, a lax^e proportion 
of photocopy' items maof or requested by 'the majority of libraries would in all 
likelihood not be eligible for payments. A* significant proportion of their added 
effort would be wasted due to che low proportion of eligible photocopy items. 

*. .A good argument can b& made for the creation of a central agency 
which would perform this screening process, as well as the. associated account- 
ing, billi^ig, -and payment operations. Her'e again, however, the proportion 
of eligible photocopy items in a given library is»dn important factor to con- 
sider . If "one assumes th^t* the royalty fees paid tHrough such an agency would 
be\ its primary support, the.<ie royalty fees would- have to covur the input and 
^ processing costs of a significant number of non-eligible items, which might 
tend to dilute the ^royalty payment^t which would.be transmitted to publishers. 
A better screening ..of. records of photocopy items before they reach the central 

agency would improve this situation, but this would shift some of th6 burden 

« * 
.back on the libraries. . , > 

- , * ,/ 

^The purpose of this section is to present a di^ussion of the relative 
feasibil^j^ of various alternative royalty payment mechanisms. Tfie evaluation 
criteria r^ated to feasibility are speed, '^curacy, trrmsition cost, and 
operational cost. Each at tliese 1:omplex .criteria may contain both quantita- 
tive and qualitative elements; this -makes it difficult to specify a single 
''best alternative," so our discussion will center around a comparative 'or rela- 
tive analysis of phe hypothetical alternatives. 

We alluded earlier to the potential shifting of resources among the 
various segments of the copyright environment which might be brought about, 
by a royalty payment, mechanism. Someone must pay the costs associated with 
the mechanism. Because of this, the evaluation of various mechanisms must 
take into account the viewpoints of thq various parties involved. We. have 
chosen to do thj.s by dividing this section into two parts. In the first part, 
the mechanl^sms will be discussed from tjje viewpoint of libraries; in the 
second, from the viewpoint of serial publishers, f 
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It Is useful* to' subdivide both libraries and serials publishers into 
two groups, *aigh-volAime and low-rvolumc. High volume libraries and serials are 
those .which account for a compz|ratively large nuinber of eligible photocopy 
items, low-volume libraries and serials are those which account, for n compar- 
atively Tow volume of eligible photocopy items. 

Adaitional considerations in analysis are the distinction 'between ILL 
and' local user and intrasystem copying, and the still-unresolverf question^ 
regarding limitations on local user and intrasystem loan c'cpying. Finally, 
the treatment of ILL copies older than 5 years and non-rU.S. copyrighted serials 
is not discussed here* We note that coverage of these categories would tend 
to- increase the number of photocopy items eligible for royalty payments. 



6,3.1 -Low-Volume Libraries 

p 

The majority of libraries in tKe United States have a. comparatively 
small number of photocopy items of copyrighted domestic serials which might be 
eligible for royalty payments. The following is a discussion of the relative 
feasibility of the hypothetical alternative royalty payment mechanism from the 
Standpoint. of the general criteria: <(1) speed of delivery of eligible copies 
to a requester;. (2) the accuracy of the royalty payment in relation to the 
actuaj-'voiume of eligible photocopy items; (3) the transitional cobt; and (A) 
the operational cost (excluding the actual cost of royalty payments). 

6.3.1il R PM-1: Purchase or Eycess Photocopy Items from a Central Agency 

- ✓ 

' Speed of Delivery- • • * ' ^ ' 



' RPM-l would. have a .minimal impact on low-volume libraries, due ^o the 

low ^number. of photocopy items which would be eligjbie for payment. ' ILL would 
^ * » • 

not be inaterially affected. * Other eligible photocopy items (e.g., local user 

and intrasystem lo^n requests) might be del^y^d due to the' necessity for goiuo 

to other libraries.', but ag?in, the small number would not be a significant 

detriment except for requesters who required their photocopy items quickly. 
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^ ' ' Accuracy ^ , . ^ * , 

Assuming that exQess photocopy Items are purchased from a cent-rAx*^ 
agewcyjJ.RPM-l would be highly accuratS^n matching a^ library's royalty payments, 
with the actual number of ^photocopy items it needs in excess of fair use and 
'guidelines set <forth'by CONTU, 

It is Worthwhile *to mention here" that users would not; necessarily 
* ' ^ 1 . , ^ - - * 

have^tp go throiigh the library to obtain photocopy items from the central 

age;Qcy; it is c<j|nceivable that d^irect orders from t^e user to the central 

agency could^be made, as is possible with some document delivery services,' 

Whether or nol: low-volujae libraries would be inclined to shift this respon- 

sibillty onto their users is unknown. 

Transition Costs ^ - . ' ' ' . 

The transition cost for RPM-1 for Che low-volime library might be 
signiflcaitt f'^r that library depending upon the proportion of photocopy items 
made; or requested wh^ich would be eligible for p'ayment, and dependent up^bn the 
amount: of screening to identify eligible photocopy items. Jf the proportion 
of eliglbles i*s low, and the screening process is simple, the transition cost 
shoiiid ^not be significant* The major variable will be local user and intra- 
system request photocopy items, jlnce interlibrary^ loan files are more adapt- 
able to screening for eligibl^""thati tlie^ somewhat mope informal nou-ILL copying 
operations, : 



Operational Cost 

^ 

The operational cost of RPM-1 for low-voluae libraries might be 
sigi^f leant, depending upon the^ proportion of photocopy items eligible for 
Tiayment and the^ screening process required. This iV because some means must 
be acTii^ved in the library to^'.screen^or eligibility. However, we shoul^ note 
h 're that, if speed of (jelj^^ry^can be guaranteed, and if costs are competi- 
tive, the operation of Lucent ral agency for providing excess copies conceivably 
might benefit the lowrvoiume library by providing quick access to a large central 
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fiie for ILL and.ljjcal user and intrasystem requests. In jthis sense, 

would be functioning as much more than a royalty .payment mechanism fo^. 
-the low-volii5i.e library. ..Itt other'words, it iaight be cljeaper for the low-volume 
■library to order a significant proportion of copies from KPM-l rather than 
perform the- screening operatiop. Overcoming the inhereht delay in such a 
system might be a major obstacle* howevev. j - s 

6:3.1.2 RPM-2: Purchase ^ Excess Photocopy Itetns from Individual Publishera 



Speed of Delivery . 



For low-volume, libraries, RPM-2 might have a slightly more serious 



impact on the speed of delivery of requested items. Ordering requested photo- 
copy items exceeding fair use or guidelines froti individual publ&ihers would 
be facilitat*ed by standardized orBering and fulfillment procedures, standard- 
ization which does not currently exist with respect to reprint or subscription 
• sales. (This, is one^ case where development of a new centralized agency, might 
outweigh the benefit^ of using Existing channels.) Since^ low-volume libraries 
by definition <Jould be infrequent sources' of orders, setting up deposit accounts 
might not be feasible with^individual publishers; such, accounts might otherwise 
'speed delivery. . ' 

Accuracy , - ' ^ * ' 



1/ 
I - 



. Accuracy of RPMt-2 for low-volume libraries wduld be high. Their 
payment to indivdiual publishers for orders would probably i*nc3.ude royalty 
fees 



ordered. 



Publishers could tie those directly to the volume of photocopy items 



Transition Cost 



. Transi,tion.>cost for RPM-2 for the low-Volume library would be slightly 
more than RPM-1, since the library will have to develop procedures for dealing 
^potentially with several publishers as well as develop the screening process 
to identify excess photocopy items. The transition , cost attributable to deal- 
ing dth ^several publishers would probably not be significant, however, due 
to<:the J,ow number of eligible requests for copies* ^ 
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i)perational Cos t * . . , 

Operational cost for RPM-2 for low-volume libraries would be-" 



•slightly more than RPM-1, due to^dealing with several publishers; Again, 
hawevet,.- the significant cost component would be.. the screening process, not 
the. ordering process. However, ordering from multiple sources* presents some 

.^added costs* . . • / . / ^ 

\'/ 

6,3.1>3 Optional Higher Subscription Price \^ *^ ' ^ 

o Speed ,of Delivery ' ' ^ . 

'^'^ \ ' ' ^ V 

Assuming tlie accurate idejitif ication of serialls from, which excess 
' ^ ^ _^ • . ' " ' 'i ' / X ' - " 

photocopy items would be made, speed of delivery will not be affected by RPM~3 

* f or the iow-volulhe library. Mis-identification of 'titles for th^ low-volume^ . 

Ijtbr^ry would not "be top serious a problem, ^ue to the*' libijiry's overall tow 

^volume of eligible photocopy items. * 



, 'N. Accuracy * . ^ - • 

* RPM-3 would not be as accurate as a transaction-based system whlcli 

involved library payment on an actual or estimated per-photocopy item basis. 
Accuracy might not be dir.ectly related to the library's actual .volume, but 
> * possibly to some other statistic such as nipber of subscriptions, annual 

vqlumcvof exposures, or number of papey-to-paper photocopying machines. If 
4 a low- volume library paid for a subscription price option, then made fewer • 
than expected photocopy items, it might feel it l^as-over-paying. 

Transition Cost i ' - 

The' low-voluit^e library wpuld have to i'dentify the se^Jt^ titles 
eligible for. the RPM-3' subscription price option. Th6 cost of this might be 
isignif leant depeilding upon how accurate this determination would have to be. 
. * Because of the low-volume of eligible photocopy items, however, l^t is conceiv- 
able that a" librari^an with close familiarity with the use of setial titles 
would be readily^ able to identify the eligible titles, especially if (eventual) 
guidelines for local user and intrasystem request photocopy items are easy t^o 
: implement. " . ^ ' ' 

. • ' , . 169- . \ •• •• - 
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Operational Cost 



^ The RPM-3 operational cost fcjr the low-voltnne ^library would be minimal 

depending latgely op th€ type of on-going monitoring necessary to guarantee . 



compliance with the option agreement • 



-%.3llA' Blanket Higher Subscription Price ^ i 

: . ■ ', . . ' ' ; • 

Speed of Delivery ^ ' ' ^ . ' ' * ' 

. RPM-4 would not decrease, speed .of delivery for the> low-volume .library. 

Accuracy . % ' " ^ 

Photocopying from individual titles may vary significantly among 
different libraries paying the same royalty . surCharg^ Tor tlro^e titles, so a 
possible inequity (as compared with transaction-based mechanism^ might develop. 
Also, the majority of the low-volume library* s^phQtQpppying would probably not 
Ue eligible for royalty payment; ' this might result in overcharging for low- 
. i«)lume serial titles* The seriousness of this, of course, would depend upon 
'tiW structure of tbe royalty surcharge tJayment schedule* 

Transition Cost * . • 



For the low-volume lijjrary, transition cost for the RPM--4 would be 

minimal. Slightly more paperwork might? be ner.es^'oary at'^the teginning 4-f.sub- 

•* . * * - 

scrip tion agreements need to be in the form. of a legally-based licensing 

agreement ♦ (This would also hold for RPM-3*) • * * 

Operational Cost ^ 

Other than th6 higher subscription charges, current photocopying, and 
interlibrary loan operations could continue witn no signifiifant increase in 
operational co^t due to RPM-4. ^ " , y 
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' ^ . * * • ' ' > *^ , " 

• /- • * \ 

- 6«3.1V5 RPM-5: Dir^t Licensing Between High-Volume Libraries and High- 
>H--.*. ^ f " Volume Serials^ , , ' , v . - * 

^ ^ V .This ^al'ternat^.ve. is not likely, to be. relevant to low-voltime >libtaries^ ^ 

In this alt^amative, publishers and libraries would make individual, agreements 

, concerning r.oyalty payment for photocopy items in excess of fair use, and guide- * ^ 

^ . * line'35 agreements. which "mfght' vary among. th& varfSus participants. The cost . * 

\ , .may not justify 'the 4n6ans. ^ ' ' /' . ' . ' - 

. - ^ . . . * ■ • ... ^ ' ' * 

/ ' ^ ■ ^ " , . \ - ' ^' V • — 

'6.3. Iv6 R?hr-6; Central Agency fo.r Counting, Billing, and Eayment ' 

' ~ ; . y . . > , ■ • • ' 

\\ ^' One example of this type t)f .mechai\|.sm is the Gopyfcight. Clearance * ,J 

, : Cer{ter;(l2 )\ . f v ' 



Speed of Delivery 



4 



,t ' Xhe low-Volume library,' s speed of delivery of payment-eligible photo- 
copy items to requestei:s would not. be'^af f ected, since the purpose of this ^ < 

mechanism i?. to relieve libraries of as mucl;j of the burden of accounting ^s- 
possible* (This assumes that it would be cost-erfective from the' pub^lishers'^ 
viewpoint^ for the central agency to monitor iow-^olume libraries' photocopyJ.ng;). -* 



Accuracy " . . 

" ' * . ^ 0 f 

Accui:acy.^would b^ high to modetate; depending upon ho^ the low-vo3 tune 

libraries' eligible pnotcJcopy items were screened. A transaction-based ^ 

^echanism, in which all eligible photocopy items were .re^'cordeS, would , be the 

most accurate. A modi^ed transact ion-based system, based on a sampling of 

r » ^ 

libraries stratified by various copying-related characteristics,, would be less 
■accurate, btjt p.osslbly co;st-ef f ectiye from the central agency's point of view 
due to d.o large- number of low-volume libraries necessary to deal with In ^ 
minor way. V , , ' ^ ^ . ^ 
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.<r*'^ \ Transition Cost^ 



^\ \ /' 



Transition, costs, fox RPM^S for low-volume libraries w6uld be minimal, 



under tKe assumption th|it they would K^ye. ijcttle .need for contact Vlth the • 



central, agency • 



? 

Operational Cost 



- • . -••./■•- ■• . . ■• ■ . . 

<l Again,; m'fnimal for low-volume libraries. As ^mentioned earlier in this 
' ' * • ► _ / ' ' ' ^ * ' ' ^ 

arection, actual costs depend greatly iip^n: "how much of the screening burden Is 

' ' '/ " : , - : ' \ i ' ^ . ' 

borne by libraries. It might be eyen less expeji^ive to pejrform.^the screening 

* ' ' / ' / / / • ^ * , 

and counting at the Agency except where- the proportioja of, exempt photocopy 



^ *[ " items is high. 



^ 6.3;i.7 RPM-7: Royalty -Stamps or Coupons 

«v . / . ' , -[ 7.., 

Speed of-: Delivery- ' ^ , i ' - % ' ' ■ 

: . . . /' " • . " ' •■ 

. RPK-7 would nop significantly affect .the speed of delivery of requested 
photocopy items./ 3-" ^ 

'':'/ ' - ■ ' V ■• k .■ ' • 

Accuracy ' . " . " - 

Assuming the low-.vclume library -did not dver-buy or unrfer-b\iy the ^ 
stainpb or coupons; affixing stamps to photocppyjitems would be a very accurate 
^ way to /ecrement^ the pre-paid "account" which consisted of the stamps. * (No^te 
that accuracy here refers only to the accuracy of the library* s payments being 
> related' to the' Volume of photocopying,^ not to) the accura'ty with which serial ^ 
publishers would receive royalties for photocopyi/ig of , their serials.)-' . 

Transition Cost ^ 

. 0,ther than the initial purchase price of the stamps, transition would 
not be' costly, except for the expense o^ developing a screening o^ration to ^ 
idetitify the photocopy item^ to which tile stamps would have to b^ affixed.* 
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• ' * ' Operational Cosrt> > . • \ 

^ Operational costs for the low-volume libraxry .would be mihiinal. 
6. 3*1. 8 ^^Payment of Royalties Through Existing Systems 



Speed of Delivery - ! * * " ' ' v ^ 

Spe'ed of delivery for. the low-volume library would not.be affected / 
for interlibrary loan revues til. Some delay might be experienced, with regupsts^ 
for locdl users "and; irtrasystem , requests, as *in RPM-1 and RPM-2« , . * * 

Accuracy \ . . * > * ; — . 

'^ ' • • ' V . ' . , ' , 

This would l?e dependent upt)n the financial arrangement wi^th the 4^ 

system* For example, a small library might contract with, a local information 

* ' . " • / ' ' ' ' . ' ' . ^ ' 

broker for the,%i3rovision of photocopy itejis not in that library's local collec- , 

tion*. The library*^ bill vould presumably include a percentage covering royalty 
•payments. . - . 

• \- ■ • • ■ ' 

Transition Cost^ *^ , . . 

f . ' . 

For low-volume libraries, transition cost for interMbrary loan would 
be miinimal. For local user and ihtrasystem loan photocopying, transition 
cost^ are dependent upon the type of system which would Ije developed or adopted. 
The existing ILL, networks^ in th6 U.S» might riot be appropriate f9r handling 

non-lLL copying. Therefor^a, ^some transition costs might be passed on to * , 

' > •> ^ ^ ' 

libraries'. . ' . • / , 

Operational Cost ' , ^ ' ^ / . ' 

1^ • * For Ibj^-volume Ij^ibfaries, the cost for RPM-8 wou]^d be minimal* 

•' . . • ■ ^ ■ \ , ' / 

. • ' . / • 

w , / 

* ' * f 

* ' • ^ '' * > t 

■ ■ 173 • , ' ' - 

■ . C / - , 
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6.3,1.*9' ' R?M-9: Payment of Photocopying Machine Fee to a Central Agency 
? ^ Spaed of Delivery ( 

fePMT9v would have jio Impact on, speed of delivery. ^ * ^. 



/A. • 



J" The accuracy of RPM-9 would depend, ppon the way In which the photo- 
copying of /individual serial titl^ is estimated. The collection of machine 
fees would; probably have to be. separate from the esti^aatl^jL^f^-rSlatlve photo- 
copying .volume, since "automatic. ''tecojdlr^g^t^ iildf^^ transaction data, such 
as -title, publisher, page, etc^,- W^ndjt* ecpnomicallyvfeasible at this, time. 
Assumingt that the* low-v5lume library. would- pay , a low nachine fee, however, 
accuracy may. not'be an issue if low*-volume libraries ai^e willing to trade off 
accuracy (on a per-title basis) .for ease of mechanism administration. 'Also, 
this :alternative would not directly address the dis.tinctioi;i betw6el£tnter- 
library loan photocopying and photocopyipg for local users or in response to - 
intrasystem requests. *^ * • 



' . Tra nsition Cost ' . , * : " v« 

For the low-volume library, transition costs fpr. RPM-9 ^would be 
minimal. An exceptioji might be the small libraries whitih do not have control 
over their own photocopying machines; these might require, somewhat moire complex 
accounting or payment operations^ * . y 



Operational Cost 



^. Operational cost for RPM-9 would be m'inimal for the low-volume 

^library. . ^ ^ - ^ 
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.6,3.2 \ Hlgh-Vol\im.e. Libraries 



A^minority of libraries In the United States accouriV for a large 
proportion of photocopying of copyrighted domestic serials which, might be 
eligible for royalty payments. * ; . . 




6.3^2.1. ^!^M-1: Purchase of ExcessJPhotocopy Items from a Central Ag'ency 

" .. \ ■ -.' . ^ ■ ■ !. ■ 

Speed of Delivery 



For a hlgh-volume library - say,' a large academic library which dees 
a large volume d£ cppying^ f or local users and In response to intrasystem loan* 
requests - speed of delivery would suffer If exess photocopy Items were 
purchased from a central agency; This would be especially true If the library 
had a traditionally fast ^briarc|und ^Hme pn requests, 'in addition, th< requests 
experiencing delay might be ^hif ted into a seasonal variation, due to high- 
volume titles running out o:^ ^"Jree" photocopy items early in the calen .ar or 
academic year. • ^ * ' * 

■r ■ . ■ V ■ 

Accuracy ; * » ^ ^. 

\ . . ■ - ^ ' 

Accuracy for high-volume libraries o^ RPM-1 would, be high. 
Transition Cbst ' »^ - 

Transition costs. for high-volumg libraries would He significant, for 
two reasons: screening operations would have to be developed to identify excess 
photocopy items, and ordering operations (perhaps similar to outgoing ILL 
requests) would have to be developed fpv excess local user and Intrasyslffem loan 
requests. * - « 

Operational Costs ^ ' , ' ' ^ ' 

- I ^ High-v< ae libraries* operational costs' for R?M-1 would be -^ignf leant, 
(due to the two operations mentioned above. However, ^ag,. noted for low-volume 
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^.libraries, * a balancing factor would be tbe transfer of pbotocopying x)pera'tlons 
out of the dibrary to an agency spteclflcally designed for that purpose. Record-* 
keeping id. thin the library for non-ILL photocopying would still have to be 
developed to keep track of>^ excess" /equests awaiting fulfillment • 

- ' ' ■ " \- » • ;■ '■- - •! 

6«3«2«2 RPM-2; Purchase or Excess Phc»-ocAT^y Items froai^ Individual Publishers 

Speed of Delivery ^ - , • . 

. RPM-2 would have a -major negative impact on spee'd.of delivery due to^ 

high-*volume .libra^es' requests' possible clustering around high-volume serial 
titles; speed of ^delivery would be degraded for just those serial titled which 
gerierated most demand. In addition, individual publishers' reprint operations 
might not operate ^s quickly or efficiently as the centralized RPM-l, 

. - . . .' ■ y- ' ' \ ' 

Accuracy • , , " ^ 

I RPM-2 accuracy for high-volume libraries would be high. 

■• " ' \ " * ' " • • • .( 

Ticansition- Cost V I y 

Transition cost for- this alternative mechain^sm for hi^h-volume 
libraries would >e more thaa RPM-lV'Sirice ordering ope^etiops to deal with 
single publishers would haye to be developed, " ^ . / * • 

operational Cost * , 

Operational costs would be somewhat greater than for RPM-1, due to 
.the aeed to deal with individual publishers. Screening operations would need 
to be conducted, and fijles of Requests maintained, updated, and purged. 



6*3. 2. 3 RPM-3; Optional Higher Subscription Vrice 
Speed of Delivery 



There would be^,no impact on speed of* delivery if ^serial titles were 
properly identified froR which excess photocopy icemsfVould.be made. There 
might be some delay if mis^-idfentifled'/tltles resulted in special requests 
being* made to publishers, ]yut efficient methods could be developred to deal 
* with this potential "mid-stream" probl,em, \ * ^ . 

" . ' " ■ -.v ' \" ■ 

Accuracy ' , 

• ' ' - ' a 

RPM-3 would not be as accurate for 'hig^i-voliim^ libraries as a trans- 
actl6n-ba6ed mechanism. It would, however, be more accurate than RPM-A, 

Blanket Higher Subscription Price *(q.v;.)* 

*' 

Transition Cost 

* V 

- 1 - 

For ti high-volume- librarv concerned with accurate payments (and the 

avoidance of possible* legal entanglements) the transition icost'* of identifying 

\ ' 

and marking special titles,, plus the cost of possible internal monitoring 
operations, might be.signific^t. • " 



Operational Cost 



^ Operational costs for RPM-3 wpuld be minimal to, moderate, depending 

upon the need to monitor the copying volume stratus of indiyiduaX serial titles. 

. - . - " • ■ ' f . 

6.3.2.4 RPM-4; .Blanket HiRh^r Subscription Price . ' [ ^ 

Speed of Delivery * - • 

^ RPfi-4 would not result in an impact on sp4ed of delivery. 
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Accuracy 

RPM-4 would be less accurate than RPM-3 (which is tailored to 
concentrate on specific titles) and vMh less Accurate than a transaction- 
based mechanism since some degree^f. overpayment and .underpayment by subscrip- 
:tion ia inevitable. * * ; 



^ ■ ■ 



Transition Cos 



Transition costs foi RPM-4 would be minimal for high-volume libraries, 

unless each serial with a higher subscription pric6 required special paperwork ^ 

* ' ^ ' \ / ' 

to fbrm a* legally-based. licensing agreement. 

" ' • . . - • 

^ / 

^ Operatio nal C ost « " / ' 

- ^ / 

Operational costs for RPM-4 wc^pild be minimal, when /the Increase in 

• ■ / 

price is not considered. / 

* > - / 

6.3.2.5 RPM-5; Direct Licensing Between HiRh-Volume Li^rarip.s anflLHigh- 

Volume Serials / • \ 



Speed of Delivery 



/ 

/ 



/ 



Since the terms of these licensing agreements would be presumably 

/ 

left up to the .participants in RPM-5, there is an opportunity here ^or copying 

licenses which would riot result in a reduction in delivery speed. Licensing 
^ • / /' > • " 

^agreements which require special permissions (say, for especially large copying 
^ • • »> . , / 

runs) might produce some dfelay. , . * 

Accuracy * 

...... . . - . < . . 

*This is totally d'epe^^t upon the nature of the licensing agreements. 
Somev publishers will prefer S^saction-based mechanisms, and some libraries 
may be able to provide data on^a per-tltle basis. 
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T ransltiorf^Cost 

For high-volume libraries, the .trdnsition cost for RPM-5 would be 
significant if licensing agreements needed to be negotiated within a limited 
amount of time with numerous publishers* 

" Operational Cost > 

The operational cost* for high-volume libraries would depend upon the 
naturae 4?f^ the licensing agreements* Transaction-based mechanisms requiring 
scz:eening and counting 'would be the most expensive. ' 



0.3:2.6 RPn-6; Central Agency for Coiir^cihg, Billing/ and Payment 

•« • ^ 

An ex^ple of a central agency is the Copyright Clearance. Center 
designed by the AAP (12) . * , ' 

■Speed, of Deliver^ ' 

. RPM-6 would ha\e no impact on speed of delivery for hi*gh-volAme 
' / libraries! 



Accuracy 



The accuracy of RPM-6 for high-volume libraries would be high to 

moderate, depending upon how eligible photocopy items would be screened. A 

pttfict transaction-b.^sed mechanism, in which all eligible photocopy items were 

• / ^ 

recorded, would be most accurate. A sampling approach would "be' somewhat less 

accurate, but possibly more cost-effective to libraries op the average. 

i 

[ Transition Cost ^ • \ . 

Transition costs would be high for the high-volume lii>fary if the 
library were responsible for significant portions of the screening operation. 



\ 
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^Trahsitfon coots would be low if such screening were the responsibility of the 
central -Agency, There are many variations possible deperuing upon the way 
data are 'transmitted to the central agency, which might significantly affect 
the wdy photocopying or interlibrary loan ppe^ations would be managed in the 
high-volume "library. * ^ ' * 

f ' M 

Operational Cost . .. 

Operational costs for the high-volume library depend upon the cdi.uting 
or estimating methods adopted byVthe central agency ^ the proportion of ^ 
exempt photocopies is low, the Agency might be able to screen and count at a 
low cost, relieving the large.-^ibraries of this burden. 

6«3.2,7 Royalty Stamps or Royalty Coupons * ^ ^ * 

Speed of DeJLivery . *' ^ 

* • ' * 

The lise o*f such stam|)s or coupdnsT sold by a central agency for use 

hy^ a high-volume library might result dn a slight delay in delivery simply 
because of a slight increase in request processing time. 

' o 

Accuracy ' , ^ 

' As with low-volume libraries, affixing stamps to eligible pliotocppy 
items would be an accurr.te way' for decremerfting the prepaid account* « . 



Transition Cost 



^e development of. a screening operation to identify eligible photo- 
copy xtems would probably be more costly than the initial purchase of Stamps, 
*fexcluding the cost of royalty payments per se.. ^ 



Operational Cost 

• • ; ^- ' ' ■ 

^ For a high-volume library, a- stamp approac|i may not be the most cost-* 

/ effective way to pay royalties, simply because of the slight increase in 

operaHoiial paperwork and complexity^which the stamp approach might bring about. 

Again, the screening operation for the identification of eligible photocopy 

-litems woty.d probably be more expensive than the actual use of stamps, coupons, 

' \ . ' ♦ 

or meters • , * 



6.3.2.8 RPM-6; Payment of Royalties Through Existing Systems 

The use of existing or developing state, multi-state, or national ILL 
.networks would greatly simplify royalty payments for eligible ILL photocopy 
items. ^However, such systems wbuld not be useful for local user and intra- 
system loan copy payments without a great ^^A^l of modification and standardi- 
zation* ..For document delivery services^operated outside ^ or in conjunction . 
, . . . . " . ' - 4 : 

with library operations, which already charge for their photocopying services, 
royalty. payments coold be included ^s a portioi) of the library's service charge. 

' V " Speed of Delivery ' - , , 

Use of existing ILL and document delivery systems would not decrease 
delivery speed unless in~Kouse^(copying by high-volume libraries was curtailed* 

, Acc'uracy ^ * • , 

■= ■ . , • " • ' ' ■ s 

The accuracy of such systems is potentially high, especially for 
those services which already charge on a per-document basis. 

s *" Transition Cost 



^ For the high-volume library, the transition cost for RPM-8 for ILL 

would not^e significant, assuming that the ILL system would do the screening. 
For local user and intrasystem loan copying, the transition cost would depend 



upbn the proportion of photocopying which was done by the system ox operation' 
which would be responsible for the royalty payment. If all payment-^eligible 
photocopying were done by ^n outside organization which was responsib^fi^, for 
the photocopying, then .the transition cost woilid be minimal, ^ 

Operational Cost • > \ ^ \ 

■ \ ^ 

Assuming that screening and counting ppere'tions. wer6 performed for 

\ \ ■ - " ' 

the high-volume library, the operational cost would-be low. 



6 •J. 2/9 - RPH-9; Payment of Photocopying ^Machine Fee to ^Central Agency 
. Speeds of Delivery - « • , * 

RPM-9 would have no impact on the speed of delivery of photocopy 

items by high-volume libraries. * ' ^ ' v i 

-> 

Accuracy * i , * • 

As noted, for low-volume libraries, accuracy woul'd be. difficult to 
achieve for This, might be* of some ^pnsequence for the high-volume 

libraxry,. since over-payments of royalties (in comparison wJLth other alterna- 
tives) would be a definite concern. * . ^ ' 

9 * 

Transition Cost ' ' ' " * * 

\ I ** ' * • 

^ Transition costs for high-volume libraries would be mipimaP, unless 
hig]i-volume libraries were required at the beginning to estimate accurately ^ 
the expected volume of , eligible photocop^ iteins they might produc^n order 
to qualify for a specific fee level graduated by eligible photocopying volume. 

Operational Ccst • ^ - . \ 

RPM-9 operational cost for the high-volume library would be minimal. 
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' 6,3.3* * Low^Volume /Serials . , T ^• 

, " * \ A ^&ajority of copyi:ight*e9l domestic 'serials c^n be characterized as 

low-voluuie, . That is, the major^-ty off serials accounts for a relatively small 

^prx>porti6n of phptocopy items eligible for royalty payment. The following i^ 
'•^t.' ' ' . . ^ ' " » 

a' dfscussion the relative f eapibillty ^of the hypothetical alternative 

royalty^ payment ^mechanisms from the standpoint of. the general Criteria; s<l) 

speed ;6f' payin nt for ^eligible photocopy items which are' mp.de ^byUVS, libraries; 

(2) the accuracy of. the royalty payment iu relation to the actiial volume of 

. eligible, photocopying; (3) the transition cc«5t borge by the serial publisher; 



ERIC 



(4X the operational co%[,t borne by the*se,i:d.al publisher, (Note -that potential ^ 



royalty ^incomes are not discussed in detail here; we deal primarily wi£h the 
practical feasibility, of the development and operation of the mechanism,) 

6,3»3,1 ^RPMr-1; Purchase bf Excess Photocopy Items from Central Agency 



Speed of Payment^ , 

. « .■ • 

In RPM~1, royalty payments would be collected .by a central agency 

in the course of selling photocopy items. These payments would th6n ^e 

transferred, to the seridi publisher in the form of ^ check after some. period 

Qf time. In other words^ there would be some delay coupled with the central , 

agency's 'normal accom;iting period. Low-volume serials, by definition, have on 

#' •* .'^ 

the average relatively low eligible photocopying. This also might affect the 

frequency with which royalty checks are transmitted tp the publishei^s^ of low- 

volxime serials. 

Accuracy 

RPM-1' accuracy would be high, since presumably the payments trans- 
mftted to the serial publisher would be directly related to the number of 
^photocopy items purchased. 
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.Transition -Cost 



' For RPM-I, a central file of serial originals would be maintained * 

which pould be duplicated upon demand, ,The contribution /to jLhiB central fife 
would determine the low-volume serials' transttiqn cost. 

Operational Cost • ^ / ^ . 

' *Assuming that the central agenc^ cpuld be^self-supporting through 
fees and/or royalty payments, the low-volume serials^ operational r.ost tpx 
•RPM-1 would Be minimal. • • 

6.3.3.2 RPM-2I Purchase of Excess Photocopy Items from Individual Publishers 



Speed of Payment 

The Speed of payment would be high, since payment w'ould- arrive with 
\ * ' " • . r ^ » * 

air order or during^ the 'coiirse of a nomjal billing cycle. 

. Accuracy 

RPM-2 accuracy for the low^volume serial would be hfgh,. since each 
transaction would require payment. ^ - 

' »• ' • * . 

^ Transition Cost 

^ : . ' , ' ■ 

The transition 'costjor RPM-2 for a low volume serial should be low 

tp moderate, 'since many publishers already sell reprints^or^ authorize reprint 

sale§ through an agent or another publisher. Marketing the service direct tly 

^ , • * " , ^^"^ " 

to ll^^aries, however, could be expensive, out of proportion to the low volume 

* • ^ 

or orders which might be generated. . , . ' . 
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Operational Cost * ^ 

• • • ' * 

Actual operational costs, for Ipw-volime .serials should hot be 
significent due to the relatively .low number of photocopy* items which would 
actually be eligible for royalty payment; 

6«3.3.3 RPM-3; » Optional Higher Subscription Price 
f • 

» • ' . • . . '^ I 

Speed. of Payment 



f 



• There ±s a substantial long-range financial advanj;age to publishers^ 
for them to obtain a royalty return through Increased subscription priceaf* 
since the income will occur before expenses^ are incurred. The age of ,photo- 
copied materials can be quite old so that income is delayed b^ that amount. 
!rhis advantage Is probably greater for low-volume s'erials than fo^^ high- 
volume serials. • • • ^ ^ ^ • , 

■ ' . ' ■ , s 

Accuracy 

,1, 

■ ' • . • " - ' c • 

- RPM-3 for low-volume sefiqrl titles for which this option was fleeted 
woul'd have low to moderate accuracy, depending on how closely ^'tuned" the 
royalty surcharge was to fh^ library's expected volume of photocopy items in 
excess of fair use and guidelines. 

Transition Cost 



* ^ . For low volume serials, the transjLtion cost woi*ld be moderate, since 
an additional sfsbscription price category woul4 need to be provided. In 
addition, written subscription agreements or licenses might be required by the 
publisher. Finally, this option does not directly Provide ^ for a monitoring 
of photocopying to determine such facts as over-copying of a title for which 
a. library has not paid the optional surcharge. r 
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^ ^ Operational Cost , * . 

Operational costs to the low-vol tme 'se rial publishet would be minimal 
•for»RPMr3, ^iinless a monitoring operation, wdre selectively instituted. 

6>'3.3.A^ JlPM-4: ? Blanket Higher Subscription Price" ' ' 

... • Speed of Payment * •/ ' . • , - 

• • - . .- . •' ■ 

- ■ •• • '.. . V , 

Same considerations as EP^^-3. > \ ' 

• ■ ' • ■. ^ • .' . * • 

- .. Accuracy • ^ ' ■" . ■• , " • 

• jnight be less accurate than RPM-3 since all:the low-volume 

serial^fif institutional subscribers would pay the higher sujjscription price, 
.thereby giving them permission to -photocopy in excess of fair*use and, guide- 
lines.. If the publisher related prices to some measurement of library size, 
it is conceivable that some libraries would pay the same royalty payment while 
making significantly morts or fewer photocopy item^ than 'another library within 
the same payment category. . • . • - 

\V Transition Cost ^ ' ^ ^ 

¥~ Transit ion., x:ost for the low-volume serial would be 'minimal'./' r\ 

Operational Cost. , ' 

• . • * ' . ^ ; 

* Operati9nal co/ts for this alternative would be minimal, unless r 

\ * ' ' * 

blanket increases in s?ibscription orices inclined libraries to respond by 

* *< " / ^ ^ ^ • 
djwopping low-volume serials. . ' 

6.3.3.5 * IlPM-5; Direct Licensing Between High-Volume* Libraries and High- 

""^^ I ^ ' ] ^ ^ ^ 

Voltime Serials ^ ' . 

* . ' • < . • *, 
>' * - .This altQxmative is not practical for low-volume serials. 
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• . , ^'^"^^ - •' 
6;3•3'.6 BPM-6: * Gciitral Agency for Counting v Billing » and Payment 

. » • . . • . * ■ 

An example of RPM-6 is the Copyright Clearance Center designed by the 

."^■^ < \ • 




* 


AAP (12>. . ■ ■ ■ "^^^ 1 
0 • . . ■• • ~ \ - - 


1 




Speed- of .Payment ' ' A ' * 




* 


" ' ■ FoF low-volume serials, sijeed of payment thropgh RPM-6 would depend 






upon its accoimting i^eriod. i)ue to the. l6w*»*volume. -status of the serial, pay- 




• 


ments might be infrequent /in relation to high-volume. serials), and therefore ^ 


♦ 




delayed until some time after the actual eligible copy was made,* 

• ' " \ ' ' 






' * ' Accuracy ' . jl * . * . 






Accuracy of RPM-6 would be high to moderate, depending upon the counting 
method used. A sampling approach to ,es^timating^ the number of eligible, photo- 






I- 




copy items for low-volume serials were such an approach t(^ be employed, would 






need ,to :be very caref.ully designed in order to make^ accurate estimates for the 






majority of serials which are low-volume. A census of* all* libraries which : 


• 




photocopy would be much more accurate. * . * , . 




•* 


' Transition Cost . i» * 

For the low-volume serial, the transition cost for RPM-6 would \te 






minimal, depending upon the initial investment required of participants for 
development of the central agency. It might be necessary for copyrighted . 
serials to place special article coding on tile first page of articles for which 4 










■ 




it would require roy^ty payments • , * ' I 


/' 




Operational Cost 






The operational costs for RPM-6 for low-volume serials would be • 






minimal. • . 

» . ■ • •■ 


\ 




• 
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^ , , . . " ' 

6.3.3.7 RPH~7: Royalty Stamps or Royalty Coupons ' , • »^ ' 

Speed of Payment ' ' . * . • . » ' - 

The speed of payment would depend upon^he agency selling, the royalty . « 

stamps, and upon how it determines royalties are to be distributed to the 
X publishers for which It Is a licensing agei^t. ' • , 



Accuracy 



Accuracy would* depend chiefly upon how the centrdl stamp agency 
determined how royalties ate distributed. With low-volume serials, accuracy 
would be relatively expensive to achieve, due to the low Infrequent valume 
of ellgiblfc^hotocopy Itenfe. 



"Transition Cost 



For the low-volume serial,- RPM-7 trany-ition costs would be low,- 
depending- for the most part on the type of contribution (financial or other- 
wise) which would be made to the ce;ntral agency* 

' : . . * ^ . 

Operational Cost 

. 

. . V ^ . " ^ 

.'Operational costs wouy b^ minimal, assuming that opXratiooal costs 
for RPM-7 would be allocated to serial publishers proportion £q-the volumS^ 
of eligible copies for which their serials 'accounted. / 

• -'. • ^ 

6.3.3.8 RPM-8; Payment of Royalties Through Existing Systems 
. Speed of Payment 

• 

I * * 

* " * * t 

Since all existing systems (except many publishers' sale of reprints) 
-interpose an extra step or agency between the responsible library and the 
' serial publisher, RPM-8 would. i:esult in some delay in payment. 
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Accuracy , \ ^ » ' 

Existing systems which utilize payment systems> baaed on units of 

service (or -documents provided) would be 'able to provide highly 'accurate 
* , » i» • * 

payments, but only for the ♦eligible photocopies which they handled. 

Transition Cost . • % 

For low-volume serials, transition costs woCxld be moderate, chiefly 
" composed of having to set .up agreements and rate structures' with existing 
systems such as ILL xjetworks, doc*Ument delivery* services, and informatiod 
brokers. / * , 

Opera tlbnal Cost . ' ' . , . . 

RPM-8 operational costs ^or low-valume serials wpuld be. minimal. 

6^.3.3.9 RPM-9: 'Payment of PhdtocopyinR Machine Fee to a Central Agency 

, ^ ' * . • \ ' * . 

Speed of Payment • ' , - ^ 

Since a central^ agency would be established to collect and distribute 
machlfle fees, some delay in payment would occur. 

.-. .. . ' • ■ 

Accuracy ^ . - ^ * 

Accuracy in recording and transmitting payments fo.r eligible phot9-- 
copy items of low-voiume serials would be difficult to achieve through RPM-9 
without some method of obtaining fairly detailed data on ph^otoco'py items per 
title distributions. ^ ] 

. Transition Cost • • ^ 

A central mechanisa or, agency would have to be developed for RPM-9. 
Because the low-vol^e serlil would benefit little from this alternative. 
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the serial would pris»jmably have^little need, to make a significant contribution 
to .such an agency. • * ^ , 



Operational -Cost 



KPM~9/Dperational costs for .the low-volume serial would be minimal^, 

.,/ ■ ■ ' : ' ' . • ^ . . 

6.3*4 High-Volume Serials 

\ » . . ' • • 

A minority of copyrighted domestic serials can be' characterized as 
Jiigh-volume* That is, this minority of serials accounts for a comparatively 
Jarge proportion of phot;ocopy items potentially eligible for royalty payment. 
Xheiy special considerations are addressed in this section. • 

• 6.3.4.1 RPM-lv Purchase of Excess Copies from Central Ageftcy 

Speed of^Payment Ar ^ 
* . * 

As with low-volume serials, there, would be some delay In payment 
imposed through interposition of a central, agency between the libraries and 
high-volume serials. However, high-volume serials might make special arrange- 
ments* to receive payments more frequently than low-volume serials, perhaps 
quarterly or monthl\.\ , ' ♦ 

Accuracy 

Royalty payments to high-volume serials through UPM-l wpuld have high 
accuracy. * ' ' ^* 

\ . ^ * . • 

Transition Cost * 

V ■ . , ■ ^ . ^ 

Transition costs for RPM-1 might be high if a central file of orifi;inals 
must be developed. Since hi^h-volume' serial publishers would be expected to 
be the 'chief h^nef iciaries of this mechanism, they might have to bear a large 
proportion of its costl ^ ^ 

190 .. 



. operational Cost 

. It may be desirable to talnimize the potential labor-intensive costs, 
for operation pf such a central document sales agency. This could be .accom- . 
plished through semi-automation (e.g, , laicrof iche-tp-paper) of its duplication 
operations, but such automation might only bp cost-effective for liigh-volume 
serials due. to infrequent request for low-volume serials. Comparatively 
speaking, the bulk of operational costs woi^ld fall upon high-volume serials, 

6. 3. 4*2 RPM-2; Purchase of. Excess Photocopy Items for Individual Publishers 

\ ' * Speed of' Payment - ' , * 

WPM-'Z would have a high payment sjiefed since royalty payments*" would 
accompany an order for photocopy items or would be expected within a normal 

billing cycle, . t ' ' ^ . . - * 

• • * ' <. . 

, Accuracy 

■ J . ■ ' • 

RPM-2 would result in a v^ry fclose. correspondence between the volume / 
of eligible photocopy items and actual royalty payments, assuming ^royalty pay- 
mehts were charged on a per-itfem basis. 

^ * Transition Cost 

Transition rosts for RPM-^2 for the high-volume serial would be 
significant if the publisher did not already have a reprint sale mechanism 
in operation. Direct marketing of tbe service by individual ppblishers for 
individual aerials would^also "Ise expensive,* ' 
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Operational Cos t 

, ' * ' * , 

Operational costs for the high-volume serial for direct sale of photo- 
copy items of individual arjticles would be moderate to high (in terms of cleri- 
cal time) but this would at least partially be offset by service and royalty fees* 



6.-3.4.3 RPtf-S: Optional Higher Subscription Price ' ' 

i I 
* * S peed 'Of Payment * . > - , 

For those high-volume serials for which libraries would choose to pay 
a higher subscription price in advance for a license to photocopy in excess 
of fair use and guidelines, speed of payment would be no problem. There also 
Is a great financial advantage due to improved ^sh flow; 
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* . Accur:acy 



, Accuracy for high-volume serials would be low to .moderate, depeij^ing 
on the pricing mechanism used for the option. Possible x>vef-charging and 
undercharging might arise due. to use of flat-fee systems, RPM-3*s accuracy 
would be higher than RPMr A' s. accuracy, the* Blanket Higher Subscriptton ?rice. 



..Transition Cost.- 



ansitlon dost for adding the subscription price option to existing 
payment channels would be low .to moderate, depending ,partly upon the amount of ^ 
additional contacts to be made with subscribers who choose the option, and 
partly on increased internal accounting costs for establishment OLf an addi- 
^tional price categorjr. A possible extra cost would be a monitoring or enforce- 
ment mechanism to* determine Ifi- a library should be paying an option price but 
is not. " • . 

• * OperatlonalvCost ^ - 

• 7 ' ^ 

Operational costs for the .high-volume serial for RPM-3 would be 
minimal, unless selective monitoring or enforcement operations werS initiated. 
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6«3.4«4 RPH-A;- Blanket Higher Subscription Price 

This alternative mechanism is similar *co RPM-3 except that subscribers 
would not have the option o£ choosing or not choosing to pay the higher sub- 
scription price,, which would then give^them a license to make photocopies in 
excess of fair use and guidelines* 

Speed of Payment 

J As.in jRPM-3, payment would be "cash return" prior to libraries' 
actual making of excess photocopy items during any given subscription period. 
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Accuracy * ' , * 



Accuracy might be^ sodewhat lower than the accuracy of RPM-3 since 

both high-volume and low-volume libraries would be covered. Accuracy would be 

Improved by using a graduated scale for th^ blanket higher subscription price — 

smaller or lower-volume libraries paying a smaller differential as a consequence 

of their lower expected* volume of excess photocopy *itens* 

J* 

Transition Cost 

The transition cost* for RPM-4 for rtigh-volume libraries would be 
minimal. This might change, however, depending upon the different payment 
'Scales which might be introduced to increase the accuracy of the mechanism. 
Development of a monitoring or Enforcement mechanism would also increase^ trans- 
ition costs for high-volume serials, y 

: X ' 

Operational Cost 

Operational costs for RPM-4 for high-volume serials would be mlnxmal, 

unless operation of a monitoring or enforcement mechanism were necessary, or 

^ » * 

unless some serials classified as high-volume saexe actually peripheral to some 

libraries and therefore dropped. 
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6,3.4.5 RPH-S; Direct Licensing Between ftigh-Volume /libraries and Hig^- 

? > *\ 
-Volxxae Serials 
p ^ 

Speed of Payment 

Speed .of' payments woiJ.d;depend upon the nature of the licenslcg agree- 
ment. Flat-fee payment might be made in advance, in anticipation of copying. 
Libraries; with the capability for regular tallying of copying might be licensed 
on the basis of a 'regular payments' 

, * Accuracy . * ^ • 

This also would depend on the nature of the licensing agreement. 

Transition Cost ^ 

c 

* The chief tran^siticn cost would be the negotiation of. a number of 

licensing agreements wifhin a given length of time. A lack pf standardization^ 
iu the agreements, designed to take into account legitimate' differences among 
high-voluae libraries, would result in an increased transition cost. Therefore, 
an impor^nt determinant of the transition cost for RPM-5 for high-volume 
libraries wHl be the actual number of libraries which fall into the high- 
volume category. 

Operational Coat 

4. Operational costs for RPM-5 for the high-\/blume serial should not be 

high, onc'^: initial licensing agreements are made. 

6:3.4.6 !^ PM"6; Central Agency for Counting; Billing, and Payment * 

An example of RPM-6 is the Copyright Clearance Center designed by the 

AAP'to.go into operation January 1, i978 (12). 

4 
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Speed of Payment . * , ; 

There "^vould be^some delay in payment to high-volume serials due to 
interposition of an agency between libraries and highrvolume serial publishers. 

Accuracy , ^ 

* ^>(rhe accuracy of RPM-6 for high-rVotume serials would depend upon the 

method ,used for counting or estimating photocopy items. As mentioned previously, 
the most accurate method would be a cenaus of eligib^ photocopy items, followed 
by a sample approachi then 4)y a graduated-scale licensing system operate4 by 
the central agency*. 'f.. ' ^ « 

Transition Cost ' _ , ^ 

The transition cost for RPM-6 ,f or the high-volume serial would depend 
upon the need^'^for input standardization (e.g., standardized coding on individual 
articles to facilitate data collection), but mainly upon .the cost borne by the ,^ 
high-volume serial fpr development of such a mechanism. Since highrvolume 
serials would benefit significantly from deA^elopment of such a mechanism 
(in terma of grqjss'^payments) , they might be expected to share* in a greater ' - 
proportion of the transition costs. 

Operational Cost ^ • , 

The RPH-6' operational coot for high-yolume serials wo^uld be signifi- 
cantly less than the direct licensing alternative. Ibe cost of" operation 
* 

would be borne by the collected copyright ^royalties. Oiie mfethod of support 
would be for the central agency to collect fees from participating serials based 
on royalties collected or the number of eligible photocopy items counted. 
One determinant of the level of these "tfansiaction fees" would be the propor- 
tion of non- eligible copy records screened and processed by the central agfency. 
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6,3. 4^7 IlPM-7: Royalty jtampa or Royalty Coupons 
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\^ Speed of Payment ^ s ' . ' * ^. 

/ r 

Speed of payment to high-volume serials by would depend uppn. 

its aciiounting period. Payment to high-volume^ serials could be made more 
•frequently than payment to low-volume serials. . ^ — 

• '» 

/Accuracy ^' * . y . > 

Accuracy of RPM-7avould be high'^to moderate, depending upon the 
counting or estimation method used. A method would be neede?d for allocation 
of payments. If a sample suirvey method were used, it would be relatively more 
easy to obtain accurate (and statistically precise) data concerning high-voliime 
serials, than for low-volume serials, due to.tiie highly skewed nature of the 
photbcopy item per t'itie distribution.- * ^' y ' . 

Transition Cost . ' • 

^ ^^^^ ' ^ * . 

The transition cost for RPM-7 for high-volume serials depends upon 
the samejEactors as other alternative mechanisms w|iich are not involved . . 
in^the' actual sale of photocopy 'items or reprints. • - / 

■ • ' ■ ' ■ • ' ^ ! 

Operational Cost * ^ * - 

The operational cost for a royalty stamp mechanism to high-volumfe 
libraries ,>ould depend upon the number of eligible photocopy items estimated 
by the payment allocation mechanism and upon the prooes'sing fee required by 
the mechanism. ^ - ' 

6,3.4.8 RPM-8: Payment of Royalties Through' Existing Sys'teros ^ ^ . 

Speed of Payment ' ^ 

' Due to the iaterposition of an additional step between the responsibla " 

library and the high-voMe serial, a payment delay would ^exist. 
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^Accuracy ' ^ * . . 

Payment accuracy to high-volume serials would potentially be high, 
due. to tne^greater ease of identifying' and counting high-volump serials, 
esp'ecially by 'existing document-delivery systems which already charge on a* ; 
unit b'Mi^,^ Low-yolume libraries an small for*-profit document- delivery 
services^ might find flat-ifate licensing fee^j^pre feasible, so accuracy for 
these copy;ing agents might be somewhat , less than for high-volume libraries.* 

^Transition Cost ' " * . • 

Unless there is a central agency which could act on^behalf of high- 
yolume, serial^ in setting up, say, licensing agreements with' existing and 
developing document delivery systems, the cost for RPM-8 to high-volume serials 
would be tiigh due to the necessity of dealing with so many potential sources 
. fof^ payment/ ^ 

Operational Cost - ^ ^ , ^ 

« < " *" • ' . ' . 

> Operational costs incurred by high-volume serials for use of develop- 

ing and existing systems would be low since these systems would presumably 

•<!> ' 

absorb a significant proportion of. the operational , cost. 

6.3.4.9 RPM-9; Payment of Photocopying Maphlne gee to a Central. Agency 

''^^ ' 

Speed of Payment ^ . • . - , 

Speed of payment for JlPM-9 to higl\;^olume serials would not be high, , 
due to the need to interpose a central agency between library »and publisher. 

Accuracy 

Accuracy would not be high unless potentially expensive monitoring 
capabilities were developed to insure that payments to individual serial 
publishers were actually proportional to photocopy items ♦ 
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Transition Cost 

t • ■ ' 

Transition*^ cQsts* f or the high-volume serial would be moderate "^ince 

use* of RPM-9 would probably require some compromise to be maue on accuracy* 

The bulk of costs of designing and developing a central agency would be passed 

on*to the high-volume serials* 



.Operational Cost . 

* * 

^ Operational costs for RPM-9. for the Mgh-voluae library would be 
* «^ ^ 

minimal, chiefly due to a simplification of the data collection procedures 

which imight be required of. a.centjTdl agency* r 
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* ^ , ^ CoamentS'^and /Conclusions - . ^ ? ^ * • 

•'f ' ^ < ^ - ^ ♦ . 1, 

' There are. still uncertainties concerning the circumstances *in wj^ich * , 
royalty payments would be legally required. Examples , of these uncertainties 
are. the following: \' 

• The lack of a concrete definition of the universe of publications 
» • to* be covered by.^a-royalty payment mechanism 

• The lack of an unairJbiguous, quantitative definition of "systematic'^ - 
photocopying' ' ^ ' . • , 

• The lack of -an unambiguous definition of the term "open to the 

' ' ^ public" . * ' . ' 

■ ■ « - , • '• ■ .' . ' • ' ■ ■■ . ■ 

Th% "lack of '.guidelines cqnceming serials older than five years 

• The latk of guidelines governing the photocopying of librairy 
materials in response to local usel: and^ intrasystem loan requests 

^ • The lack of a definition of "library system" - * 1 . 

Until these uncertainties are resolved it will continue to, be difficult to 

r ' * ' 

assess^ the impacts of alternative royalty, payment mechanisms.^ 

Despite these uncertainties, it applfears that no ipechanism satisfies 
all feafiibllity criteria equally well. It appears that a mix of mechanisms 
wpuid best a_f commodate the different volumes and tjrpss of phptocopying. For 
example, interlib'rary loan, with 4.t3 special eligibility requirements and its 
potentially: _lowj/olume, might be more efficiently handled, separately from 
local user requests and/or intra-system loan requests. ; . 

* ^\ ' ' . ' ■ \ ' 

The majority, of libraif^ks and serials account for a comparatively low 
\ , <J « ^ 

volume of photocopying. A sampling approach to estimating eligible p^iotocopying 
" ^ * A ' ' ' • 

volume must be very carefully designed to generate accurate ^nd precise sta- ' 

tistics for these libraries and serial titles. For such statistics to be sta- 

*ti8tically vall'd and as acceptable to the parties involved^as a census approach, 

the cost of a sampu.lng" approach, while lower than tlie cost of. a cen6us approach, 

8houl4 not be underestimated. • * * 
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Al-:o/because the taajordty of libraries and sgrials accoupt for a 

I ^ " ' - • • * ^ " . 

vcomparativelyr.low volume of photocopying, it may be more cost-effective, at 
least initially, for a central agency,, cleari^ghouser^ or payment center to 
concentrate on s^ing hi^hrvoIiSQe^ serials* and high-volume- librariefv. Over * 
.the lojig run such a f&ciiity , might Ve advantageous to all libraries* and piib- 
Ushers. ^ . / » . ' * * -^^ ^ 

. . ' - - ^ . V ; , , ' . . ' ^ • 

We have .already- stated that a mix of mechanisms is likely to he the 
most feasible approach. At the same time, the possibility of the development 
of ^ competing or non-complementary mechanisms should not be ignored. It is v 
conceivable that problems of access for library users might result if royalty 
I^yment procedures are not standardized or at, least coordinated. If library 
compifance with royalty payment** mechanisms Is- complex, more responsibility 
fbr access might be shifted to 'users by curtailment or modification of existing 
library services. This might initially result In decreased access for users.. 
At the same, time, it might help develop a market for other document \leliyery 
services which choose to ^ comply with rbyalty payment requirements. 

^ Monitoring gr; enforcing royalty paym^ent is potentially one of the* , 
most expensive components of the develolpjient of a royalty payment mechanism. 
If monitoring and aafor^ement are desired. by publishers ^ these functions would 
be mosc efiiciently carried o^t by a central agency, asspmlpg that legal ques- 
tions such as antitrus\fe^ are resolved. . s . - ; 

Much depends upon the pricing mechanisms ii:>stituted by varlpus pub- 

lishars. Uniform royalty pricing would be /Easiest to adopt from the standpoint 

ok libraries, and to A lesser extent by a cenjtralized agency, but it may not 

be acceptable to publishers with different operational costs. 

• » ' ^ ' ' ' , ' ^ / 

The pptenti/al impact of royalty payment mechanisms in. terms of sub- 
.scrAption car.cellatidrts^is still un^rtaiii. We hypothesize that, if carcel- 
lations occurred, thpy\puld have the most negative ^impact on smallj special- 
ized journals^. It vSill be difficult, howevj^, to i^solate the effects jof royalty 
' payments ijid mechanism requir^ents due to th"e existence of intervening variablei 
suc^ as library network developments and library budget coxistramts. 
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The most potentially burdensome screening operation for libraries* 
to perform is the maintenance and checking of a manual or machine-readable 
file for determining the number of past requests for photocopying of the 
same serial title. In an operating royalty payment mechanism this appears 
to be an operation which could mosjt advantageously be centralized or which 
might be modified iiv order to simplify mechanism operations* 

^ ^ We conclude taat many libraries are ^wil^ing to trade jome accuracy 
dLn royalty pajnnents in return for a simplification of possible royalty ac- 
counting procedures, based upoh their comparatively high ranking of the sub- 
scription/price alternative in the national library survey. Unfortunately, 
we, do not possess comparable data on preferences for pubirLsher^, s\ibscription 
agents, governmeilt policy makei;s, and libt'ary users* Perhaps most important 
of all, data on authors^ preferences ior royalty payment mechanisms are also 
Tacking. ^ . : , 
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DATA COLLECTION JORMS 



1.., SollcltaClon Letter 

2. ILL Borrowing Fom 

3. ILL Bo.rrowing Form Instuctlons" 

4. Characteristics Form 

5. Characteristics Form Ins true tlQnis 
^e.^'^N^lume Log - . - , 

7. Volume Log Instructions 

a. Copyright Royalty Library.' Survey Questionnaire 
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SOLICITATION LETTER 



De^r Library Director 5 \ , 

^ I*ia writing, to ask your participation In an important stu^y to clarify 
some of 'lihe, isisues in the area of copyright. The Na^tional Commission on Libraries 
nd' Information^ Science and the Division of Science Information of the National 
ence Foundation, have contracted with King Research, Inc. (KRI) of Rockville, 
.ryland for a survey of the vblrume and characteristics of library photocopying. 

This is* a national survey which includes academic, federal, ; lie and 
special libraries. Your library is one.^pf'370 selected to participate. Our 
present- schedule calls for two. 7-day Col) ection *p^iods,_one in (month) and the 
other, in (month) • During each period, you" will be asked to monitor the volume 
of photocopying using a simple log form furnished by King Research, Inc. For a 
>ahort time during each data collection period, more detailed characteristics of^\ 
photdcopiedi, copyrighted serials will be recorded separately on^a simple form 
especially designed for this purpose. You will also/ receive a short questionnaire 
on photocopying costs t charges to patrons for photocopying services and other 
data needed for analysis. 




Please complete the enclosed screening, form, so that w6 nay initiate 
your p'articlpation^ Should you have any questions, telephone Pat Dowd, King ^ 
Research, Inc. (301) 881-6766, collect, 

, NCLIS is aware that many libraries ;are overburdened with survey forms. 
I am sure yoi» vdJLl agree, however, that this particular study is of the utmost 
impottance to library conanunitiy, Jor^thc first time, we will have^ valid data' 
describing library photocopying pra'stices in th^ United States instead of con- 
jee ttfre and opinion. The validity the study depend© tipon your cooperation. 
Please^Teturn tl enclosed screening form to signify your willingness to partici- 



.pate in^ghe research. 



Sincerely, 



AT/Jh 
Enclosures 



-'Alphonse Trezza 
Executive Director 
NCLIS . V 
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• American Library Association 
Association of. Research Libraries 
Special Libraries Association 



September* 1976 



^Dear Colieagip^ 

/ , ^ . - 

I am waiting to urge your participation in the^jn^tional.sJbudy of 
library photocopying being sponsored by NCLJS, NSF and CONTU. 

The quantity of library photocopying has been a controversial issue 
fpr many years. During the attempted negotiations in recent years' .^i 
between the library community and. the publishing community (the 
Conference on the Resolu4:ion of -Copyright* issues) , published library - 
statistics were not accepted ^by the publishers because they feared 
that such studies coijtained biases ^in favor of. libraries* Therefore 
be'tause no daia oh_tl\e-volume and characteristics of this copying * 
mutually acceptable itb both sides .could be considered, progress 
toward any kind •of a solution was- hindered. ^The proposed study 
will collect and analyze. such phptocopying data. The st^udy is also 
to include a study of the feasibility of royalty payment mechanisms. 

The ^validity of this study depends on the cooperation of the 
libraries that are selected to participate. Your library is one 
of 370 libraries selected by the contractor to represent all libraries 
in the; United States. Your participation is essential. 

This si;udy is of utmost importance to the total library community 
and^.th'e importance o£ your participation cannot be overstated. The 
enclosed letter f roir. Al Trezza, , NCLIS Executive Director, presents 
additional* information about the study. 



1 




Robert Wedgewc 
Executive Director 
American Library Association 




inz 



Joi>f( G. Lor^nz. 
Executive Director 
Association of Research Libr-aries 




'^F. E. McKenna 
Execjjtive Director. 
; /Special Libraries Association 
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■tOTtt' ThU rtport is michorixtd by Public Uw 

, tlhU«jyott'«rt coc muirtd to rAsposa. jo\xt 

* ' ceo|p«r«£,iotf is Msdtd to mIu ths rssulcs of 

' th$M sarv«7 co«prshtiisivt« sccufsts and. ctMly*, 



Cios Itsst4^, Inc. 
XockviU*, Karylsod « 
S*pttsbsr 1976 



vais rHOtocorriMC auxAcrmsTrcs studt 

— ^ SCREEKIMC-rOIM 



VsM/TiCit of Coordioscor^ 
Ksili&t Addnss 



,>ltsst read cbc instructions on chi rsvsrst sids csrsfuUy Vtfors cooplsting chis form. 

1. Do«s Chis library havt branchas or othar ralacad facilitias stparaca froa chw caacral • 
library? ^ * • 

1 - Yes (IncXuda any branchas or ralacad facilities 2* - Ho « 

iA •nMWfisi% cba folloving quascions.) 

2. ^ Ik cha orfaaisatioA of which you ara a pare of coosidarad iTo ba\non-profit7 

1 • Yas ^ ^ 2 - Ko ' - « ' 

3. ;ttoas''Chis library oparaca or hava accasa Co o^a or aora phocqcap^lof aachints? ■ ^ ^ 

1 - Yas' 2 No (Thank y&u. flaasa ratum cHis fom to 

XSl ia ,cha andosadg scaarpad envclopa.) 

4* Hov »any ^branch' or dapartxaaec llbrarias oparaca. or hava accaas to, plvococopying sschlnas? 
(Do not* induda cha pain or ctnCraL library.) , ^ ' » ^ 

^ Bulbar of- Branchas or DaparOMhts _ 

5. Ylaasa racord cha following 'Infomatioa foi cha caatra^ library rJuid any bra'nchaa or 
dtparCMnCs* Try Co ba as 'accuraca as posslbla. If accual.counes artf noc availabla, 
plaasa giva your base asciaaca. c « 





CENTRAL ALL OTHER ( 

LIBRARY ' bhahches/deptsv 1 


, ^ ' r ■ ' I — - 

A. IHTERtlBRARY LOANS . . * 






\ ^ -f 
^Kukbar of leant Borr^uad or lUcaivad par Yaar / 






. Kuabar of Iccms to^md or Saoc par Year 






, IKTRA-SYSTEM LOANS ' , 






Kiipbar Procasstfd par Yaar ^ j •! . 


C." COPYIHC MACHINES OPEjlATEl) BY OR FOR LIBRARY STAFF 




Kuabar of ^r9X-c/pe PKoCocopying Kachlnas 


» • ♦ 




Kuebtr of Klcrofo*rt3 Caaaraa or Duplicacors 






Kuabar orHicrofona Reader/PrinCers 






Kuabar of Facsialle Transoii^sion Se^idar/PrinCers 






D. COPYIKC WHilNES NOT LISTED IK ITEH C VHJCU ARE 
- LOCATED IN- THE LIBRARY AND HAY BE USED BY PERSONS 
OTHER IKAH LIBRARY SrAFF COPY LIBRARY MATERIALS 




Kusbar of Xarox-cype PhoCocopjrlng Machines 






^uaba^'of Mlcrofora' Caseras or Duplicators 






— : ' n — 

Kurjbar of Hlcrofora .Reader /Pr in Ccrs 


• * 




— : rt^^- 

^Kuaber of^csiaile Transaission Sender/Priocers 






E. AVERAGE KUXBti OF EXPOSURES PER UEEU • • S'i^^^-^^ 




Kuaber of Exposures on All Phococopying EquipaenC LisCed 
in Icea C (scaf f*operi.ted*copiers) 






.Kuaber of Exposures on All Photocopying EquipeenC Listed 
in Xr.ca (other copying sschines)* 







THAKK YOO FOR YOIjsI MfLP 
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Date 



/ 



TCLIS PHOTOCOPYING CHARACTERISTICS STUDY . 
ILL BORROWING FORM 
./Complete this form ^for gerlal »ILL requests only 



King Research, Inc* 
Rockville, Maryland 
0MB No; IU6-S-76P03 
.Expires .March 1977 



THIS SECTION SHOULD' BE COtffLETED BY 



/ 



/ 



THE REQUESTOR 



/ Requestor': . ' 

Faculty 
• * Student 

Other individual 
^ Library 

Other Insfltut-'.on ^ ^ 

Purpose of Request: 

Replacement 

Class use 

Personal use ^ 
■ Oehet 

Year of Publication 

Publisher:. 
Domestic 
Foreign 

Number of Pages in Article 
Number of ^ Copies Requested 



•1 
2 
•3 
4 
5 

1 
2 
3 

4- 



1 
2 



□ 



THIS SECTION SHOULD BE COMPLETED, BY 
THE BORROWING LIBRARY 

' Disposition: ^ « 

Filled/ofiginaL 1 

w Filled/photocopy . 2 

Unfilled 3 

Still in process 4 

Lending Library: 

(if request, is filled) 

Academic library 1 

Federal library . 2 

Public library * 3 

School 'lihx^vy 4 

For-profit special library 5 

Other special library^ ' 6 

Type of library unkndvm^ 7 

NAME OF SERIAL 



.ISSN 



210 



2d, 



INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING ILL BORROWING FORM 



Flemic coaplete this fora whenaver serial material is to be borrowed from 
> another library through the Intcrllbrary Loan System* One ILL Borrowing Form should 
be, coi^Uted for each serial ILL request ] ^. 



1. When a patron makes a request for serial material, please 
ask him complete the left 'side of the form by circling 
the appropriate numerical codes -to indicate: * 

— his status, l»e,, is he a teacher of student; does ha 
represent a library or some other institution, 

-r the purpose for which is requesting the materials 

~ . the year of publication of the serial^ 

— whether the publisher is foreign or domestic. If both, indicate 
domestic. 

— the number of pages in 'the requested material. 

- . 

— the number of copies of the material requested,' e.g., 
if 5 copies are requested of a lO-page article (a total 

of 50 pages) *the number of copies should be recorded ^ . 
here as 5^. ' , ' 

2. After "the left side of the form has been complete'd.by the 
patron, attach the form to your ^ile copy of the standard 
ILL request form. ' . 



3. 



When the ILL requesC form is returned, by the lending library, 
either with the material requested or with an indication as to 
why the material was not sent, pull the appropriate file copy ^. 
with its attached ILL Borrowing Form. Detach the ILL Borrowing 
Form and complete the second \column by circling:' 

- the disposition of the request 

- the appropriate code for lending library type 

Academic College and university libraries^ 

Federal - Libraries of fede'ral agencies (do not include 
libraries in universities or privaiSe research 
firms that are funded b'j federal contract) " 

School - Libraries affiliated 'jith schools other than 
colleges and universities 

Special - All other libraries (Circle "S" only if you 
knou) 'that the library is associate}! with a 
• profjkt^making organization. Circle for 
all other special libraries.) 

. The form Is now ready fo^ return to King Research, Inc. 

On ^ , pull ?rom your file any remaining ILL 

Borrowing Forms and circle the Disposition code for "still in 
process*'. 'Add these form6-to those already completed and return 
to KRI. 



''Hi 



Date 



l^ing Research,. Inc. 
Rockvllle , ^Maryland 
0MB No. 186-S-76003 
Expires March 1977 



NCLIS PHqTOCOPYI^^G CHARACTERISTICS STUDY 
CHARACTERISTICS FORK ^ 



PART I. FILL OUT FOR ALL COPYlJfe OF LIBRARY MATERIALS ' 



Type of Item' 
1 - Book 2 - Serial 3 - Other 



*1 -,Yes 



Copyrighted^ 

2 No 3 - Unknovm 



Year of Copyright 



Interlibrary Loan? 
1 - Yes 2 - No 

Intra-system Loan? 
1 - Yes ' 2 - No 



Number of Pages 



TNfumber of Copies 



-PART II. FILL OUT THIS SECTION FOR COPYING OF COPYRIGHTED 

SERIALS ONLY 



Serial Title 

Naifie of • Copyright Holder_ 
Is Copyright Holder: > 



Domestic - 1 



ISSN 



Volume 



Issue 



For'eign 



Mo. /Day /Year { T 



First 
Page 



FILL OUT FOR INTERLIBRARY LOANS 
> 

Source of Request: 

Academic library 1 

Federal library , 2 

Public library , 3 

.School * library ^ 

For-profit special library ' 5 

Other special library v 6 

Type of library unknown 7 



FILL OUT FOR ALL OTHER COPYING 
Source of Request: - 
Individual/insticution 



Internal/library staff 
Unknown 

Purpose of Request: 

Replacement by libr'ary 
Classroom use .by faculty 
Other 
Unknown 



1 
. 2 
3 

1 
2 
3 
4 



OFFICE USE, ONLY: 'Library' Code 



Publisher Code 



NCLIS PHOTOCOPYING .CHARACTERISTICS ^STUDY 
' VOLUME LOG ^ ^ 



King Research, Inc 
Rockvilie,.Md. " 
September %976 
0MB No. 186-S-7600 
Expires Mairch 1977 



Type of PhotocQpier 
Manufacturer 

J>ape I 



Jlodel Nymber_ 



TVnA of T.^hrATV ^ 


fnt-pr-ffll 


C 


opyright 




'Library Loans' 


-Number 

of 
Pages 


Number 
of 


ISO OK 


> oeriax 


Other 


Year'*of 
Copr.* 


No 

Copr. 


' Don't 
Know 


. Inter- 


Intra- 

O jr O kCiu 




*- 










* 














— - 




























1 










* 












- 






* 






































































y 








> 
















































































• T 
















1 
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After, the last transaction of Lhe day is completed, please record the total number of 
exposures made on this photocopying machine. Include* all copies made during the day. 



I 



TOTAL NUMBER OF EXPOSURES 

213 246 




- ' inaiKumONS.FOR COHPLETING. THE VOLUME LOO 

For' the* period ^ , keep a copy of the Volume Log next to each 

p«)6tbcopylng tsachlnelused by or for library staif. Please record on the log each photo- 
«copylng>' trans act Ion involving library materials, which takes place on that machine during 
«he tioc-aVeclfiedi I ^ . * , > 

Fill out* otJe line of the form for each transaction , l,e,, e^clt photocopy •re- 
quest for a page' or oierles of pages from one publication^ If more thaa one scries of 
.'pa$e« fro© different articles la requested, record each series as a separate' transaction. 
^Record separate articles vlthln the ;lsame publication as separate transactions* Remember 
to Include only copyiig of library qontrolledtTnaterlals done by or for library staff. . 

A^'was mentioned -In the letter whluS ^^ompanled these m'aterlals, you wlll^e 
filling: out,* the Characteristics ForiA for a shorlPpart of the data collection period, - *Durlng' 
,the time yp\i are schifeduled.to record transaction information on the Characteristics Form, 
" do 'hot 'use the- Vo lime Log, ^ , > 

/\ \ ^ X ^ ^ 

— ^Identification- Information — Record, the type of photocopier, e,g,, X^rox-type 
Qdchiney*^ microfilm camera, etc.; the manufacturer; and the model number, Th.qn, enter ^ 
the^ dace for which you ace recording photocopying transactions, FlT^ase begin a new log 
* sheet each morning even if 'there is space qn the Volume Log of the preceding day. 



Type of Material — Under the heading "Type of Material", make a check tsark 
( in the appropriate column to shpw the type of library material being copied. Make 
a' check mark in the first column to indicate a bock or monograph; check the second column 
to^show that the material requested is part of ^ serial publication;^ and check the third 
coltpn to indicate any other type of library controlled material. The fallowing definitions 
apply, * , " ^ . - 



ERIC 



Book - Include monographs and/xny other items that are 
^ treated as bqokc* ' This category alio includes 
* serial puhlidations which appear annually or less 
^, frequently J e.g.j annual reviews and other simi" 
lor pz4bl^cation8 . *- 

Serial - A publication issued in successive parts hearing 

numerical or chronological designations, which ^ 
is intended to h*e continued indefinitely and ' 
which may be identified by an^ISStl (Inter^tional 
Standard Serial Number), S^ials include periodic 
calsi newspapers y and the journals, memoirs, pro^ 
ceedings, transaction^, etc, of societies^ Serials 
are subject to subscinpticn prices, paid in^ advance . * 
(fhis eliminates publications tha^ appear annually 
or less frequently,) < 



Other - Any other* type of lib 



^ac^nfrolled material J e,g*y 



technical repc^l^s, photographs, etc, 

\ 

Exceptions: Sheet rrUsicS is a special exception , 
Infotmhtion for gwy transactions 
involil}in(^ sheet music should not be 

* recorded on the Volume bog. Also 

excluded from this category are 
memos, forms ^ cataloging cards\ etc . 
These are not considered librat*y 
^ materials and should not be recorded 

-on the Volume, Log, 



I 



3' Copyright — Tn boojcs or monographs, - the copyright usually app^ears on the 
reverse of the title page. Iq serials, check: (1) the owner of publisher's statettier. 
on the reverse of the title page; (2) the list of publishers or authorys; or, (3) the 
first page of the article 'being co];>ied. The copyri'ght may be Indicated in various 
ways (e.g., copyr. 'or copyright) Hut it; should always include the year and th*: 

name of the publ^her or publishing society, or other copyright holder, e.g., @ 1975 
Name of Publisher; <r Copr. *1948 Name of Punishing Society* 

Under.the heading, "Copyright", write the year of the copyright In the first 
column for any type of copyrighted material. If no copyright Information is given, wake 
a check mark ( \/) Jn the second column to^show that the 'material probably Is not copy- 
- righted. Hake a chec\: mark ( ✓) in the third column .If it is impossible to tell whether 
or not the material if^ copyrighted because the cover, contents page, etc. is missing as 
when they have been removed in the binding process. 
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/ 



247 



(Over) 



/ 



^' • ^ iLibrary^ ioani . — Under ' the headlnp^ "Library Loans*!, oake a check, nark (^) 
, in 'the .f Irat coluKn under. "ILL" (Xhterllbrary Loan) If the nacerial has te^ requested 

as'An^Xn^erllbrary Loan.by a library outside your libraiy systen * Make a check mark 
. (^) in the -second column under "ISL** .(Xntra-^systesi.Loan) if the material vas rt^quest^d 
\ byl branch or department library vithin your library jsystem ^ 

Kuttbar of Pages Record the number of pages of original b^ihg copied* 



*" ' . Number of Copies — - Record the number of copies provided* For eXv »^ie, * 
If five r^pies of a 10-page article are provided (a total of 50 pages), enter "5" as 
.the numb' of copies made« 

Total Number 6t Exposures — At the end ^f each day, please record the tojEal 
number of exposures that were made on that machine on that day* ' Include all copies even 
li they did not* lnvo]lve, the repx'o^ctiqn of library material. This info)rmation 'should 
be recorded on the ^las't sheet of the Volime Log filled out for that particular machl\ie 
on*\hat date« • , ' o ^ 
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.King Reseir^t Inc^. 
6110 Execiit&e Blvd. 
Rockville, Md^2p852 
* (301)* 881-6766. 



COPYRIGHT ROYALTY 
LIBRARY iSURVEY- 



OMh ' ^ 
186-^ 
Expire^: 



ID* 



/ 



^ The purppse <^f this siirfl'ey is Co help in estimating what the impacx. 
'might br on libraries of .various arrangements for making x'oyalty pa3n!)ents for 
the photocopying pf (Copyrighted* serial, articles; Most of the <iuest ions concern^ 
' backgroxmiT information related to interlibrary loan (ILL) or photocopying oper- 
ations,, or possible cost implications for these operations pf participating in 
a royalty payment mechauism of some sprtv 

. Some.,"Of the questions (4,5,6,7,8,9,10, fir 11) would benefit from being 
answered by. an individual responsible for setting or-statliig library policy. 
Remaining questions deal with *ifliportant cost^and volumS dat^a -which wiul be use4 
to help assess impacts of possible, royalty payment mechanisms* , Please insert 
below the names, title§, arid telephone ntimbers of individuals wh6m we, might cfoh- 
tact^if any questions ^arise about interpretation of responses: . ; 



Name* 




Title 




Telephone • • • ^ 








( 


) 






^ — — ; ^r— 


■ * ( 


) . ' 


• 






( 


■)• 


• Name of Library: 











In answering questl/hsV please try to adhere to the following definitions: 

LIBRARY - this t^ includes both the central library /headquarters "^ind . the 
branch libraries/departments of your library, library system, or archives. 

PAPER-T0-PAP.ERTH0TOCOPYING MACHINES, - machines used to malce duplicate' copies 
> of paper origins?,s, such as Xerox, *^Clivetti, and IBM copiers. 

PATRONS - refers to individuals who use or contract your library in person or 
by telephone. Patrons may or may not be employed by or associated with your 
library's parent instit^ition* 

EXPOSURES - ers to the numb^ of sheets of Ipaper produced by paper-to-papet 
photocopying machines when materials are being duplicated. 

UNSUPERVISED - refers to photocopying machines within your library which may 
be used by patrons without copying assistance of library staff. Usually 
includes coin-operated machines. 

. ^SERIAI^.- A publication issued In successive parts bearing numerical or ch^nr 
ological designations, which is intended to be continued indefinitely ar 

( which may be identified by'an ISSN (InternaCional Stan^iard Serial Number) ."^ 

Serials include periodicals, newspapers, and the journals, memoirs, pro- 
ceedings, tr^^nsactions, etc. 6f societies. ' Serials are subject* to subscrip- 
, tlon prices paid, in advance. (This eliminates publications that appear ^ 
•ant}ually or lefis frequently.) 
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-BOOK Include monographs and any other Itemd that are treated as books. This 
' category, also- includes serial pubiications vhlcft appear annually or less ^ 
- frequently ) .e.g., annual reviews 'arid other s^ilar. publications* 

CALENDAR. YEAR - January through December ^ 

ROYALTY - a; payment made to a copyrigh^: downer to help compensate for library 
» photocopying of copyrighted serial articles I ' ' - 

jnjLTIPLE COPIES - more than 5 copies^ irom the^ same serial title eithek made for 
, local patrons by or for your library staff "or received by your 'l^Lbraty in* 
response to an ILL request, \ * 

ILL REQUEST FILE -.any file or other collection ^of data, arranged in any filing 
order., for keeping track o^ incoming or outgoing ILL' requests. 

*ONE-TIlffi COSlfe - lalior or non- labor costs incurred only once at the initiation^ 
of a '.project or activity.* . . . ^ . ■ 

RECURRING COSTS - labor 'or^ non-labor qosts incurred on a regular basis, following 
ftiitiation of a' jjroject or activity. 

AVERAGE 

^ by 
' merit* 



E MONTHLY^ BASIS - average monthly cost based on (a> annual cost divided 
12 or (li): costs for an "average" month 'as determined by library manage- 



i 
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What is the TOTAL number of paper-to-paper photocopying nachines operated 
by or in your library? (Insert ^ero:''(0) if none) 

(a) ^ in central library or* headquarters • (17-19) 

(h) all other,^ branches/departments of library . . . .. . , (20-22) 

(c) < TOTAL + b)'. .. . . .. . ' . ' (23-25) 

• , - • . * • 

(d) * What is the total* annual^ volume of exposures made 

on ^1 of ^heae machines? . / % / • . (26-3?) 

> . ' * • 

How many of the machines reported in (1) above are regularly (at least 
once pei^ week) used .by or for lil)rary staff or patrons for copying 
library materials? (Exclude machines used. exclusively for office-type 
copying such as correspondence, catalog cards, etc. Insert zero (0) 
if none) * • ■ • «^ ' . , , ^ » 

' (a) in- central library or headquarters • % • (33-35) 

(b) all other branches/departments of* library (36-38) 

(c) TOTAL (a + b) . / . . . / . , . ^ . . ^ . . . . . I , (39-Al) 




* * * (d) What Is the total annual volume pf exposures made 

on these machines? ^« (42-48) 

How mny^ j)f. the machines reported in' (2) above ^are used exclusively by 
library patroni? for the unsupervised copying of library materials? (By . 
"unsupervised". is meant that patrons may operate the machines without 
the direct permission or aesistance of library stafjE, as in the case of 
patron-operated coin machines) • ^ . . 

(a) in central library, or' headquarters ^ • • Iz (49-51) 

* (b) all other brataches/departments of library • . ^ • • (52-54) 

(c) TOTAL (a + b) . . / , / • (55-57) 

(d) yhat is the total annual volume of exposures made on these ^ 

- machines-used-exclusively -"by-libf ary-patrons? • • * • (58-64) 

In addition to your library's photocopying machines, are there any paper- 
^o-paper photocopying machines opera ted * within other local offices or de- 
partments of your parent institut*ion or company? (Circle 1,^, or. 3. Use 
3 if you are an independent library without a parent institution or com- 
pany) I 

Yes . . 1 rCo to Q. 5) 

* ^ NO ... 2 (Skip to Q. 6) (65-66) 

Not Applicable 3 (Skip to Q. 6) 

To the best of your knowledge, is the volume of exposures made ot copyrighted 
hooks and seriate on <:hese other machines greater than, less than or about 
the same as the volume of exposures of copyrighted books and serials made . . 
on all library staff- and user-operated' machined? (Circle appropriate re- 
sponse) ' * ' . ' 

Greater than . ; . . . 1 

Less than . 1 2 ^ (67-68) 

About the' same • • • • • 3 

' * Don't know 4^ 
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Accbrdl^g to guidelines issued by the Commission on New Technological Uses 
of (copyright (CONTU), responsibility for intetlibrary 'loan (ILL) photo;: 
copying of copyrighted serial articles will-belong to the requesting library 
.wh^n.'the ne^ Copyright Law go es^ Into efifect January 1, 1978. This rcspqnsi- 
Mlity might, includi^ payment, of royalty fees to copyright ' owners for serial 
article photocopies which are not exempt from paymeitt..* 

Were^yout ^ij>rary tp determine the following royalty exemption category 
.for each serial article photocopy requested or received via ILL on a regu^ 
•iar basl8,(. would your library incur any ^ extra costs which your budget would 
be unable to* absorb without obtaining additional staff or funding? (Please 
circle 1 (Yes) or 2 (No) for each item.) * ■ ^ . ' 

Extra Costs? 
Category - Yes No/ 

. (a) To determine if your library has a curregit- sub- ^ . - 

scription. (or one on prder) for a title which is 1 2 (69-70) 

still 'being published at the time you make the ' 
ILL request 

(b) To determine Y>f your library has Already 'ret^uested • ♦ I 

a photocopy from* this* same' seri&l title 'via ILL** X 2 (71-72) 

at any tiBe during the current calendar year * *^ ' 

. (c) Tc determine if the requested article will be used ' « ^ 

for scholarly research by a teacher in a not-for- '1 2 , (73-74) 

profit educational institution' . ^ 

'"(d) To determine if the requested article will be usad 

"^'fbr classroom purposes by a teacher in a not-for- 1 2^ (75r76) 

profit educational institution _ 

ai-79) 

(80) 



LpvptJ' 



(i-6y 



For the photocopying of .popyrighted serial articles made by or for your li- 
b^^^y staff for your local patronc , yould regular determination of the follow- 
ing categories result in your library incurring any extra costs whi.ch your ^ 
budget would-be unable to.abscrb without obtaining, additional staff or^fund- 
ing? (Pleas6 exclude from consideration photocopies of copyrighted serial 
articles which your library makes for or receives via interlibrary loan (ILL) . 
(Please circle ^ (Yes) or 2 (NoV for each item.) ' - ^ 

Extra CoAts? . ^ 
Category. Yes No 

(a) To determine if your librai*y has a current subr 

scripti^on (or one on order) for a title which, is ^ 2 (7-8) 

still being published at the^ time you process 
the request 

(b) To determine if your library l^ap already made a * ' 

photocopy from this same serial /title f or <a local * ^ 2 (9-10) 

patron at any time during the current calendar 
year ' ; o 

(c) To determine if the requested article will be ^" 

'used for scholarly research by a teacher in a / 1 2 . (11-12) 

not-for-profit .educational iifistitution ) 

(d) To determine if the requested ar^tic^e will be ) 

used ftnr classroom purposes by a\ t^eacher in a ^ \ 1 2 (13-lA) 

not-for-profit educational institution 

— ^ 219 • ^ _ 1 ' 
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What are. your library* s rela*tive preferences for the following mechanlsn^s 
for making, royalty payments for photocopying of copyrighted serial articles? 
Assume that each alternative wopld* result In the same ^inount being paid by 
your library for royalties, and ra^k the alternatives from 1 to 8, with ♦ 
1 - MOST 'PREFERRED and 8 « LEAST PREFERRED. (PLEASE READ: ALL ALTERNATIVES 
BEFORE MNKING THEH.) . " 



, ALTERNATIVE ROYALTY PAYMENT MECHANISMS - ^ 

(a) Libraries would agree to purchj^se multiple copies or 
reprints of serial articles directly from the serial 
publisher or* their agents • « * 



RANK 



•(b) 



Libraries would pay an optional extra subscriiJtloli 
price for those serials from which n^ltlple copies 
would be made ^ • 



• (i5-16) 



(1M8) 



(c) Libraries would 'pay a fee for each photpcopying ma- 
i chlne'to a central agency, which vJuld then dlstri- 
"^'hute these payments "as royalties to cbpyrlght own- 
'ers • 



Payment for copyright royalties would be 'made by 
libraries to individual publisher's, requiring a 
taily to be kept by libraries for multiple copies 
of affec€£d serial titles ; • • • 



(19-20) 



(21-22) 



(e) Payment for copyright royalties would be made by 
libraries to^a centralized agency which would ,l\ave 
the responsibility for making a count of Iridl-: 
vidual libraries' photocopies and fot transmittj[ng 
payments -to' publishers • • • • ^ , • • 



(f) 



Libraries would agree to purchase multiple copies 
or reprints of se.rlal articles from a centralized 
agency authorized or designated by publishers 
which would then distribute copyright royalties. < 



(g) Libraries would purchase "royalty stamps" or cou- 
pons from a* centralized agency which* would then 

^be affixed to multiple copies of a copyrighted 
serial article \ 

(h) All subscription prices would be higher, auto- 
matically giving libraries permission to make 
multiple copies ^ 



(23-2A) 



(25-26) 



(27-28) 



(29-3(5)' 



Assume that your library would be required to check each outgoing 

serial Interllbrary loan (ILL) request to see if you had already requested, 
during the current calendar year, any articles from the laat five years' 
Issues of that same title. ^ Do you think that this Nwould require you to 
substantially restructure or rearrange your ILL request file (or begin a 
file of some sort) to f^ilitate this checking procedure? (Circle 1 or 2) 



Yes 1 (Go to Q. 10) 



No 



Not Applicable 



2 (Skip to Q. 11) 

3 (Skip to Q. 11) 



(31-32) 
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10. What vould be' the one-time cost to your library of reatructuxing or ^ 
starting this file?^ (Please rotmd estitaate to nearest dollS^j; insert 
zero (0) if notie) 



\ 



(a), One-tioe direct labor cost . % *• (33-38) 

0%) pnc-tiipe materials cost $ (39-AA) 

. (c) ,CouH your library absorb this cost without obtaining , 
additional staff or funding? / 

^ ^ . ' Yes 1 \ 

No .......... 2 • (A5-A6) 

Don't Know 3 

» • ^ 

11. How much^ on an average monthly basis, do you estimate it", would cost your 
library ::o perform this checking procedure for jgutgoifjg interlibrary serial 
article requests? (Please round to nearest (foliar; insert zero (0) it , 
none) 

(a) Recurring direct .labor costs $_.^ (A7-52) 

(bj Recurring materials costs $^ (53-58)" 

Could your library Absorb this cos^ without obtaining 
additional staff or funding? , - ^ * * 

^ Yes I 

No c 2 (59-^0)' 
Don't Know 3 i 



(61-79) 
(80) . 



Pup*. I (1-6) 

12. On an average monthly basis, how much do interlibrary loan operations cost 
your library? ' (^Interlibrary loan operations'* includes: making and re- 
ceiving requests'; locating and verifying requests; and associated record- 
keeping and billing- operations. Eafelude your phot>Dcopying labor and non- 
labor costs. •PJ'^Ase round ta nearest dollar; insert zero (0) if none) 

(a) Labor (professional and other) $ . . ^ $ (7-13) 

(b) Materials (wrapping, mailing bag^, forms, etc.) . . • (lA-17) 

<c) Postage V (18-21) 

(d) Other communication costs (e.g., telephone, teletype) . (22-25) 

*(e) Photocopying and ILL fees paid to other libraries . . . (26-29) 

(f ) Other (Describe) : 1^ .... (30-33) 

(g) TOTAL \ .\ . $ (34-39) 
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13» Jf your Ubi'ary receives af subsidy or grant for. participation in an inter- 
library loan network, pleasfe insert the portion of the subsidy or grant 
applied to cover ILL costs A£-an annual basis. (Please round to tiearest 
dollar; insert zero (0) if nope) .(AO-45) 

' ^ I annually 
« ■ » 

14* On an average monthly basis « what is your library's cost for operating and 

maintaining all the paper-to-paper photocopying machines for which it is 

responsible? (Include only the costs which the library pays. Please round 
y^to oacarest; dollar; insert zero (0) for none) ' • • % ^ 

' .(a) Monthly rental or lease^cost $ (46-51) 

(b) Supplies (papery toner, chemicals; parts» etc.) . . (52-55) 

(c) Monthly maintenance contract or fees , . . . . (56-59^) 

(d) Monthly staff costs for operation or main- 
tenance of photocopying machines/photo- * - 

copying dept • • ' (60-63) 

(e) Other monthly* costs for which library pays i?(64-67) 

(f) . TOTAL . .' ; $ (68-71) 

15. Please insert the to.tal purchase costs if you purchased any p^per-to-paper 
. photocopying machines during the last twelve months. (Please round to 

/ ' nearest dollar; insert zero (0) if none) ..... .--•X^ $ (72-77), 

16. On an average monthly basis, how much gross income or . I ' I (78-79) • 
fees does y^r library obtain from your photocopying p— — j ^ ^qq. 

and interlibrary loan operations? (Please round fo ^ . 

nearest dollar; insert zero (0) if none) - |Dup. I (1-6) ^ 

(a) Photocopying income/fees^ \ $ (7-10) 

(b) ILL income/fees $ (11-14) 

(c) TOTAL ^. $ . a5-18) 

17. Please describe your inter librai^y loan request volume for calendar year 
1976. (Please use zero (0) if none) 

Serials Books Other Total . 

(a) Requests >made by Total (1) ^ (2) (3) (4)^ (19-42> 

your library 

Filled (5) (6) (7) (8) (43-66) 

I I (67-79) 
' , m (80) 

gilp71 ' (1-6) 

(b) Requests received Total (1) (2) (3) , . (4). (7-30) 

by your library 

Filled (5) (6) (7) . (8> (31-^4) 
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is.* To assist in our analysis, we also, need the following information: 

»' * ^ ' 

(i) ' Total nuaoer of serial titles which you currently 
' " receive (excluding government publications) • • ' (53-60) 

.(b) Total number of ^serial ^eubBcriptioTie which you 

currently receive <excluding^ government publl- * " 
' cations) (61-67) 

(-c) Cuxfrcnt year's actual or projected acquisitions 
• budget for serials, (exclude binding and round 7" 
to nearest dollar)" $ » (68^74) 

(d) Total number of full-time equivalent (FIE) 

staff members (include both professional and^ 
others please round to nearest unit) (75-t8)" 



19. Please use tl.e space below to make additional connnents: 



Thank you. 

Please Return this 

Questionnaire to: 

King Research, Inc. 
6110 Executive Blvd. 
Rockville, Md. 20852 
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APPENDIX B 
' SURVEY OF LIBRARY PHOTOCOPYING: METHOD 

in order to collect information on library photocopying, a sample of 
libraries was .selected, representing the major types of libraries.- The popula- 
tions o*f Public ar.d Academic' Libraries as defined by the National Center for 
Education Statistics were used for those types. The population of Vederal 
.Libraries was based on the i972 Federal Library Survey, a 1976 directory of 
Army Libraries, and update information provided by the ^1975 edition of Library 
and Reference Facilities in the Area^jf the District of Columbia (ASIS) and by 
the members of the Advisory Committee to the project. For Special Libraries,^ t\ 
^erican Library Directory and Gale's Directory of Special Libraries and Infor- 
mation Centers were primary frames for sampling. The membership directory of 
the Special Libraries Association was used as a supplemental source list. 

Sampling and Data ^ollectj.oir "^^ 

Tfie sample of libraries for collections of data on the volume and 
characteristics of photocopies of library materials made on library staff- 
controlled equipment was a stratified random selection repres^enting the five 
. categories of libraries: Acadeuic, Public, Federal, Special associated, with 
profit-seeking organizations, atid special libraries associated with non-f ^r- 
profit organizations. The target minimum number of participating libraries by 
type were: . 100 Academic, 100 ?ublic,.62 rederai, .74 Profit associated, 34 Non- 
profit associated. These target number^' were based in part on tha estimated 
vofumes of interlibrary lending for 1972, t]ie most recent year for which com- 
grehensive data could be assembled at the time. This ^as based on the expecta- 
tion that most photocopying in -libraries ia for ILL purposes. 

Lfrge libraries and some with uniqufe characteristics were included in 
• the sample with certainty, to represent themselves. The remaining -iibr^r^es of 
e.ach type wete stratified by signjficant variable? to facilitate selection oV 
a representative sample. from which to estimate totals for the rion~certaint;y 
.libraries. Academic libraries were stratified by size (measured by volumes in^ 
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collection) and' type o£ institution (University, four year, two yeat).. Public 
libraries were stratified by population served and by region. Federal libra'ries 
were stratified by agency and by 'volume of inteflibrary loans. Special libraries 
were stratified by size. Participation was invited from a ^ample larger than 
the minimum ta^^get number » so that ineligible libraries, refusals, «and nonresponse 
would not disrupt the very tight time table. « . * ' ' 

In order to avoid excessive burden on any library, short sample periods 
were specified for collecting each major category ^f information, feach library 
was as ked to rec ord and report information on photocopying volumes for a salmple 
period, to descrilie characteristics of library oaterkale photocopied for selected 
days, and to report on.^ requests made during a specified period for interlibrary 
loans T and on the disposition of those requests. \These sample periods ranged 
frpm one day to three weeks, and were specified iti light of volume reported 'on 
a prell/ainary screener'^form. • 

i 

Subsequently, participating libi;aries were also asked to respond ^to a 
questionnaire which addressed questions of costs of photocopying operations, 
preferences among possible royalty payment mechanistns, judgments concerning rela- 
tive costs of hypothetical recordkeeping procedures, and a few volume items. 
Thus, the data collection from libraries involved an initial screener Inquiry 
and foor separate, but closely related, requests for information. * ' 

, * . ♦* 

In addition, the time limitation on the project did not permi^data ^ 
collection to be spread throughout the year. Therefore, it wa^ important to find 
adjustment factors to correct for'uhe difference between periods (days of the 
week and months of the year) when data were collected and the average acLlvlLy * 
over* the yeari. Such adjustment weights were derived in the course of an analy- 
sis cf interlibrary Ipan data for the MINITEX system for the year 1976. 



^ Qata was collected on all phototopylng of library materials^ on library 
staff-controlled equipment, including both^ copies made for interlibrary loan 
purposeS^ and copies made for local patron or in-house use.^ A preliminary 
.screener form collected information on annual volumes and types of equipment. 
A "Transaction Log" was usecL to record volume data for the samj)le. period on 
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/v^iH pertinent r.ransactions, and a characteristics form was completed with addi- 
tional information about a subset of this serial photocopies made. Purpose of 
request information* for interlibrary loans was collected for a relatively small 

\ sample of ILT^ ^borrowing* requests made by^the sample libraries. 



. ^ Among f;he data elements identified are the number of photocopying 
transactions; number of photocopies made; type of material copied; copyright 
status of the material; and,' for -journals, the title, copyright holder, date 
of publication, source of Irequest,* purpose of request; and (f.or requests to 
borrow) publisher (domestic or foreign), disposition of request and lending 
librai^ -if filled. 

Response ^ c , 

The first -solicitation to libraries designated for^ inclusion i in the 
sample and for alternates was a "screener*^ form. 'JFollow-iip l-etters were mailed 
to all addresseep that did not respond. The response was good for Public and 
Academic libraries (See Table B.l, Response Statistics). Roughly one-fourth of 
Federal libraries did not respond, and another one-fourth Vere found to be now^ 
ineligible or to do "no copying". Federal library activity is highly skewed, 
dominated by the national libraries. • Hence KRI opted to emphasize special data 
collection arrangements with the largest libraries in oraer .to ensure coverage 
o/ those certainty libraries. Amotig Special libraries the response to the 
original Wiling was disappointing, leading to a decision to select and mail 
to a supplemental sample of 56 Special libraries. In the two mailings,. 209 
Special libraries were addressed, of which 49 refused or did not. respond, 
. 18 reported they did no copying, 39 responded and were found ineligible ; and 
loo quantit;ative responses to the screener w^re received. 

Days for data collection for volume, for characteristics, and for pur- 
pose of requests were assigned to each library, which provided a screener, based 
on the information reported therein. Volume logs, forms to record characteris- 
tics of library* materials photocopied, and inter.library loan forms for serials 
borrowed were then transmitted to each library which had answer'^d the screener. 
At this stage', additional refusals and nonresponses occurred. Almost exactly 
300* libraries reported on vol>ime of photocopying and on the characteristics of 
materials copied, plus 4A reports of "no copying," as compared with the combined 
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Table Bl RESPONSE ^STATISTICS (NUMBERS OF LIBRAKino/ 



• 


» 

Type ot Library 


^rvey Category 


Public 


Academic 


Federal 


Spe^^l 


Combined 


1* ^Arget Sample Size 


100 


.100 


62 


108^' 


370 


2* Original Mailing ' 


145 


16A 


77 


153 


539 


3* Supplemental Hailing 


0 


0 


0 


56 


56 


4* Reported Ineligible 
(closed etc*) 


- 

1 


f 

0 


9 . 


39 


46 


* * 
5. Reports of ^*No Copying" 


8 


3 




21 


44 


6* ' Substantive Responses to 
"Screener" 


117 


142 


> * 

39 


100 


398 




96 


115 


29 


'61 ' 


< 

301 


8. Panel Reporting Charac- 
teristics 


95 


115 


39 . 


59 


299 


9. Panel Responding on ILL 
borrowings 


78 ■ 


118 


25 . 


50 


271 


a* Zero borrowings 


35 


16 


5 


17 


73 


b. Non-zero borrowings 


A3 


102 


20 


' 33 


198 


10. Gross Non-Returns to 
Screener 


19 


19 


17 


49 


104 


11. Imputed Ineligible and 
"No Copying" among 
nonrespondents 


X 


0 


6 


18 


25 


Tt.^. ^ (Line 4 & Line 5) 










L • (Line 4 & Line 


5 & Lipe 6)J 








12. Gross Non-Returns to Volume 


Q 21 


27 


10 


39 


97 


13. Estimated Net Non-Response 
to Volume Q 
(Line 12 -.Line 11) 


20 


27 


4 


21 


72 


14. Estimated Rate of Net Non- 
Response to Volume Q 

loof ^^^^ " 1 
LLine 7 & Line 13 J 


17 


19 


12 


26 


19 


15. Estimated Rate of Net Non- 
Response on Borrowings (! 

r Line 9 "l 
. [Line 7 & Line 13 J 


1 33 


17 


•2^ 


39 


f 

27 



t 



— (l^is sample size is the sum of the allocations originally made with a view to the 
possible need for separate estimates for special libraries associated with profit- 
seeking organizations and non-profit special libraries. The smaller response ac- 
tually attained supports estimates for special libraries as a whole*, subject to 
qualifications described in the text. 
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target of .370. Ac;ademic libraries reported very conscientiously on borrowings, 
but in each of the other library types, a significant number of libraries did 
not report on borrowings • . ^ ■ 

/ * . * 

Estimation " ' ^ . , 

* • / 

Estimates have ^ been j^repared by str^igiit£wt^aTcr>^ighting up of sam- 
ple observations corresponding to the probAility of selqcti:t«x^he extent of 
nc^tk^esponse, and adjustmepts, for the days *of week and month of the year. The 
latter two adjustment factors were specific to the individual library. Notv- 
. response was computed by stratum within type- of library, a^fter taking out cer- 
tain special cases for which tailored sampling and collection procedures were 
necessary for four very large 'libraries . ' * 



The estimates thus constructed are valid, with sampling variability, 
under certain "as if" conditions. Each estimate is valid if the reporting li- 
braries * Activities during the reporting intervals are in fact representative » ^ 
of al^ libraries in the population over the year. The sources of differences 
are in principle: (a) library population vs. library sample- de'sign; (b) librar^^ 
sample specified vs, panel of libraries which responded; (c) intervals in which 
data was collected vs. full year of activity; (d) data as interpreted from're- 
ports received and processed vs. activity which in fact occux;s^d. Each possible 
"source of difference" calls for a corresponding qualif icatibn on the estimates. 

The library sample was selected ih such a way as to represent, on a 
stratified basis, the libraries in the sampling frame. As described earlier, 
the frames were updated to some extent, in particular those for Federal libraij.es 
and Special libraries. No LIBGIS-type collection has heretofore been done for 
Special libraries. The population is amorphous and ill-defined: ^both ALD and 
Gale's have inclusions of non-libraries and omissions of special libraries. To 
'the extent there are^-Spetrlal^ libraries omitted from all of the sources used, 
the estimates for Special libraries necessarily understate the activity, "Deaths 
i.e., libraries, no longet active, constitute a special problem. They have been 
estimated from the returns to the screener form mailed to the designated sample. 
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Returns identified as inactive or merged into other libraries were used as a 
basis 'for estimating adjustments to the estimated population size by type of 
library. These were insigniMcant adjustments for Public and Academic libraries, 
and were substantial for Federal and Special. In summary, KRi's judgment is 
tKat the net effect on the estimates from source of difference (a) is probably 
small • 

The second potential source of difference is that the average magni- 
tude and Qharacteristics of reporting libraries might be different from those 
not reporting. This has two aspects: the proportion of libraries having no. 
photocopying, and amount and characteristics of photocopying by libraries which 
do so. Libirari'es* which did not repl]|^ to the screener may in some^ cases have 
been libraries withput photocopying who felt. the survey simply didn't apply to 
them: "that they had nothing to tell us." If these are in the same proportion 
to all non-re turns as the number reporting "no copying" to the total number of 
respondents, the estimates made are not thereby distorted. To the extent that a 
larger proportion of non-returns are in fact "no copying" libraties than we have 
estimated on the basis. of the returns received, the aggregates estimated in the 
study are over-stated. Specifically, the effect of a probably extreme difference: 
that the rate of "no copying" libraries among nonrespondents to the screener was 
double the rate reported among respondents,^ on the estimated number of libraries 
with copying, (all four types combined) would be to reduce the rJumber of libraries 
with photocopying by approximately 2%, and eacl\ of the other estimated aggregates 
by the same proportion. 

* 

The other aspect of potential bias from non-response is the po.qsible 
diffejceucesfiin volumes and characteristics of photocopying of nonrespondents 
from those of respondents. Some libraries may have refused, feeling the size of 
their photocopying operations would entail a burden or some perceived legal risk 
which they chose to tiry to avoid. Libraries which returned screener data and 
then refused or failed to respond to the ^^lurae and/or characteristics surveys 
may have been motivated primarily by concerns about the work involved in com- 
pleting the project. To assess the possible effects of this potential bias, if 
the 20% (net) of, nonrespondents were to have on the average as much as 25% 
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greater volume in any one category as the average responding library, then the, 
estimates for that category presented herein would he, understated by 5%; if they 
had 50Z more, the corresponding understatement in their estipiate would be 9%; 
if 100% "more, 'the understatement would be 17%. 

For the interlibrary borrowing project, one further consideration 
enters. The ILL form calls for information on disposition, so the library was 
required to retain the form for days or weeks, in order to complete it on an in- 
dividual transaction. Distraction of attentl-ott over a^ period of time is inevi- 
table, which may well explain the smaller number of reporting libraries for- that 
survey. Incomplete reporting could easily occur on the part of other libraries," 
too, if "stragglers", held for request replies!, finally ^re misplaced^ or not 
remembered.- Speculatively, the libraries whicV.i^eported on volume and charac- 
teristics, but not on borrowings, may tend to^e 'smaller in average borrowings, 
(therefore not having formal recordkeeping for them) .than the libraries which 
reported on borrowings. If so, the estimates herein would be overstated." How- 
ever, more than 80% of this panel reporting on volume reported on borrowings. 
If the nohrespondents had only one-half the number of^ borrowings on the average 
as those reporting on borrowing, the overstatement from fhis source would be HJ.%. 
Any incpmpleteness of reporting would tend to affect the estimate in the opposite 
direction* ^ • ^ r >^ » 

'^^"^^"ri^ source of difference is between . ^e "seasonal" and "day of 

week" adjustments applied and the actual experience of the libraries nationally. 
The factors applied were derived from MINITEX libraries revests for interlibrary 
loans for a year, so the question becomes: How different may MINITEX libraries' 
ILL requests be from those of the rest of the libraries in the country, and how 
different may volume of photocopying patterns be from ILL request patterns? No . 
other evidence is known to us on which to base, a^ judgment. However, the straight 
forward inflation by the number of aays in the year related to the numbeS: of 
days reported would be a defensible estimator. The correction factors provide 
a refinement, and alternative valifes-^pf the factors would likely not have a con- 
sistent: effect in the same direction, since collection occurred from October 
through April. KRI judgment is that this source of possible difference probably 
may have small effect for Public and Academic librari-es, and possibly moderate 
effect for Federal and Special libraries , (which are not numerous in MINITEX). 
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^The fourth potential source of difference includes all the possible 
kinds of errors in interpretation of the information Requests by libraries and 
all the mistakeis In understanding and processing reported data, the conduct of 
the surveys included safeguards intended to giinimize* these problems. However, 
there is\no evidence on which to judge what the residual error might be. An in- * 
dependent reliabilit^y and validity study would b.e necessary to provide siich evi^ 
dence. Tlme;^ interval sampl^.ng is probably the operational aspect of the study 
with the greatest potential for differences. It has been. found that on verifi- 
cation calls to sample libraries a month or more after the sampling, the library 
staff involved typically are .not able to reconstruct from memory and records 
the precise periods sampled. Thus, for future g.tjjdiiBs of this type, quality 
checks or R&V analysis should be,, conducted concuri;ent with basic data collection. 

^ , In summary, the main photocopying surVi^y is believed to provide a good 
baseline representation of. 1976-77 photocppying in libraries. Considerations of . 
sampling variability as well as sources of possible systematic differences point 
to the borrowing^ data as subject, to greater caution (as having potentially ' 
larger relative errors) than the volume and characteristics data. Similarly, 
estimates for Special libraries and to some^^hat lesser extent for Federal libraries 
are subject to greater qualifications than those for Public and Academic libraries. 

.Standard Errors 



Tables B.2 and B.3 present the standard errors of the estimates of the 
total number of photocopy items requested for local users and requested ^r in- 
^erlibrary loan. These are presented separately for all domestic photocopy^ 
items, photocopy items under six years /id and not for replacement or classroom 
use, and for greater than 5 copies. « 



in 



Table 6*2^ STANDARD ERRORS OF TOTALS 
OF NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY 

•items requested for 
. 'local users 





^ (THousands bf Photocopy Iten^) 


» 1 




• All" Domestic 
Photocopy Items 




» 6 Years 


Under 6 v Years and * 
Greater Than '5 Copies 


Size 
0/ 
Estimate 


Estimated 
Standard 
Error 


Size 
- of 
Estimate- 


Estimated 
Standard 
Error 


S.iS:e 
of 

Estimate 


Estimated - 
Standard 
Error 


7,383 , 


5,739 


5,930 


'2,789/ 


5,520 


2,773 


1,758 


1,402 • 


1,060 


973 


1,040 


822 


7,933' 


2^187 


6,360 


1,175 


4,960 


1,364 


1,958 


598 


1,590 


86- 


1,570 


478 


19,032 


3,424 . 


■ 14,940 


3,054 


12,880 


1,849 



265 



Table B.3 STANDAIO) ERRORS OF TOTALS OF 
NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS REQUESTED 
FOR INTERHBRARY LOAN! 

(Thousands of Photocopy Itexos) 



^^Type^of 
: Borrowing 
^ Library. 



Academic 

^Special 

^Federal 

•Total 



All Domestic 
Photocopy items 



Size 
of, 
Esjiimate 



Estimated 
Standard 




3,770 



Under Six Years and 
Not For Replacement Or 
Classroom' Use 



Size 
of 



Estimated 
Standard 



Under Six Years, Not 
Replacement or Classroom 
Use^ & Greater Than 5 Copies 



Size 
of 



Estimated' 
Standard^ 



Error 


Estimate 


Error 


\ Estimate • 


Error 












155 


440 


116 ■ 


90 - 


TO 


128 


430 


98 


140 


12 


• 539 


: 830 


342 


220 


62 


12 


260 


/ 62 


55 


9 ' 


580 


1,960 J 


' 379 


505 
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^ APPENDIX C . • 

AN ANALYSIS TO PROVIDE ESTIMATES 
Oi THE DtSTRIBUTION OF PHOTOCOPYING 
* BY SEIIIAL TITLES 

The CONTU guid^llj^s, while making an important: contributign to in- 

tefp'retation of the; Copyri^pt Law, created some statistical estimation problems 
unanticipated at the beginiiing of the project. The guidelines suggest that, 

- for interlibrary loans, photocopy items be considered eligible fox^ royalty pay- 
ment only when six or more photocopy items are made for a given serial publi- 
cation within a one year period. This' ruie applies after other fair use ex- 
eiiq)t ions are excluded.. This presents a difficult estlir^tion problem since it 
is necessary to estimate the distribution of photocopying as well as totals and 
averages f rpm a san^le over time as well as .libraries. Estimates of the volume 
of 4)hotocopying are based on observing the amount of photocopying tha,: takes 
^place over a designated period of time (say, one to three weeks) from a sample 
of libraries chosen from a population of 21,280 libraries in the United States. 
By observlrig the number of photocopy items that are made over one week, one 
can estiWte the amount that the library makes in one year (considering seasonal 

* varlatio/and day of the week effects). By properly weighting the libraries 
in the^8aiiq>le, the total photocopying can be estimatec: for the 21,280^" libraries 
in thef populat a. • 

I , •■ ' • . 

However, this relatively simple approach cannot be taken in estimating 
the distribution of photocopying. The problem is, for example, that if we ob- ^ 
serve in a. library that twenty serial titles have fewer than six photocopy items 
made over a period of one week, it is not valid to prpject? the twenty titles by 
52 nor is it correct to project the number of photocopy items observed under 
six copies by a factor of 52. In order to make an estimate of the number of 
titles and photocopy items under six photocopy items over a year, it is nec- 
essary to estimate 'the entire distribution of photocopy items. That is, the 
proportion of titles having 1, 2/ 3 ~ and so on photocopy items over the sam- 
ple period must be z^etermined and this distribution then projected to the entire 
year. If this^an be done, the estimat-a of the number' of photocopy items under 
six observe(}r in the sample of libraries can then be projected to the entire 
population o^f libraries. 
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A second major estimation problem is** that it is useful to estimate 
the average number of eligible photocopy items that exist over all libraries 
for individual serial titles. The problem is that the principal sampling unit 
is-^not a serial title. As the number of*saDq)le libraries is increased, the num- 
ber of serial titles observejd in the sample alsc^ncr eases. The increase in 
the number of titles is not proportionate to the Increase in sample size,, how- 
ever, since there is considerable overlap among the titles copied. Thus, as 
^he nuniber of sampled libraries increases, the estimated total number of pho- 
tocopy items increases in proportion and the .observed number of serial titles 
Increases but at a decreasing rate, if one were to estimate the average num- 
ber of photodppy .items' per title based on the titles observed in the sample, 
a small saiiple would yield a^smaller estimate of photocopy itemc per title than 
a large sample would. Thus,, a true est;imate of the number of photocopy items 
per serial title requires a means of estimating the number of titles at various 
sample sizes as well as the number of photocopy items* Procedures for handling 
these two estimation problems are discussed below. ^ 

Both estimation problems (i.e., estimating the distribution of photo- 
copy items per title and number of titles) are attacked by using data from 
MINITEX. MINITEX, an organization th^t serves libraries from Minnesota and 
surrounding states by processing interlibrary loan requests, graciously agreed 
to devote one yearns accumulated interlibrary loan requests for use in this 
study* This amounted to approximately 12^0,000 transactions, of which about 
55,000 were domestic serial titles*. These .dlata provided us with a means of 
weighting library observations for seasonal and day of the week effects* That 
is, we noted for each sample library the month and dcty of the week they counted 
their photocopy items. We then obsc^rved the average number of photocopy items 
observed ±xi similar types of libraries in MINITEX (Public, Academic and Special) 
for the same months and days of the week* This provided an excellent means of 
adjusting all sacq;>le observations for these two tim^ effects. The MINITEX data 
also provided evidence to cross-check the result^ ^rom the national library sur- 
vey that i*ivolved Interlibrary loan estimates.^ Finally, and most in^ortantly, 
the MINITEX data also provided a means of overcoming the two estimation prob- 
lems mentioned above* 
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The procedure used to derive estimation methods", was to obtairf a com- 
puter print-out of observations over one week and use this result to compare 
with results for the entire year. A "typical" week was chosen from an average 
month for each type of library. Included in the analysis are 26^?ublic libraries, 
.68 Academlfc libraries and 38 Special libraries. There were no libraries classi- 
fied as Federal in the HMITEX data base. The distribution of the number of 
photpcopy items per serial title for the three types of libraries is given in 
Table C*l* It covers tlie sample week only. 

Table C.l SAMPLE^ WEEK DISTRIBUTION OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS 
PER SERIAL TITLE - ^m^ITEX (1976) 

^ . '. - 

" Type of ^ . No. of Photocopy .Items 
. Library 1 2' 3 A 5 L6 Z 8 \ 

Public No. of Serials 54 7 2 2 0 0 0 0^ ( 

Cum. Prop. .831 .938 .969 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 l..( 

Academic No. of Serials 446 56 19 7 3^4 2*3 ( 
Cum. Prop. .826 .930 .965 .9?8 .983 .991^.994 1.00 l.( 

'special ' No. of Serials 70^ 11 4 1 0 0 0 0 ( 
Cum. Prop. .814 .942 .^8 1.00 I'.OO 1.00 1.00 1.00 l.( 

SOURCE: King Research, Inc.: MINITEX data base. 

♦ 

The entries in Table C.l are totals over the types of •libraries indicated. The 
table can be read^as follows. In Public librarl is, there were 54 serials tljat 
had one photocopy item, 7 serials that had .two photocopy items, 2 serials that had 
.three photocopy items and two serials that had four photocopy item^. Thus, there 
were 65 serials that had a total of 82 photocopy items for an average (f^ of 1.26 
photocopy items per serial title. Similarly, the cumulative proportion of serial 
titles is v831 for one photocopy item; .938 for two photocopy items and so on. 

• The data for the entire year is given in Table C.2. ^ 
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1.00 
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1.00 


1.00 



*Average here is designated as f because this measure, as shown lfi.:er, will be 
used as 'an adjustment factor (f ) . 
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Table C.2 ANNUAL DISTRIBUTION .OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS PER 
SERIAL TITLE - MINITEX (1576)^ 



,Type of 
Library 


1 2 


3 


4 


No. of Photocopy Items 
5 - 6 7 • ' • 8 


0 


10 


>10 


Public No, of Setials 
Cum. Prop, 


1,571 326 
' .728 .879 


113 
.931 


' 60 
.959 


28 
.972 


.19 
.981 


11 
.986" 


'. 5 
.988 


6 

.991 


.993 


■16- 
1.00 


Academic No. of Serials 
^ ■ Cum. Prop. ' 


13,394 3527 
.649 .820 


1439 
.890 


755 


414 
.946 


291 
.960 


183 
^969 


138 
.976 


85 

.980 


- 65 
.983 


' 347 

i.oo' 


Special No. of Serials 
Cum. Prop. 


1,901 429 
,673 .824 


185 
.j890 


118 
.932 


57 
.952 


33 
.964 


25 
.972 


11 
.976 


14 
.981 


4 

.983 


70 " 
l.,00 



SOURCE: King Research,^ Inc. : MINITEX data base. 



These data may be interpreted in the same way as data in the Table C.l. . The cumulative 
proportions 'from Tables C.l and C.2 are plotted in Figure C.l which is scaled as a * 
lognormal probability distribution. The number of photocopy items "are plotted (in loga- 
rithmic scale) against the corresponiiing cumulative proportion. 

' ' • - ■ 

the distribution curves of the sanqjle data are quite simiJLar. The slopes are 
very close, except that the Special libraries drop of f" after two photocopy items. It 
is believed that this is an anomoly due to the small sample size. The averages for the 
three sample curves are 1.26 photocopy items per serial for Academic and Special li- 
braries and 1.33 for Public libraries. The distribution. curves for the entire year's 
data are also parallel but separated more. 

It is highly significant that the curves of the sample dist^-ibution are parallel 
to the curves of the entire year's^ata; The f values (averages) and the d^ stance be- ^ 
tween the san5>le curves and entire yaar's curves are given below: 





Sample 
fl Values 


Year 
f 2 values 


Relationship* 

(fo 4 fl) 


Relationship of • 

Distance 
Between Curves 


E 


Public . ^ 


1.26 


1.66 


i.32 


1.55 


1.17 


Academic 


• 1.33 


2.07 ■ 


1.56^ 


1.95 


1.25 


Special ' 


1.26 


2.02 


1.60 


V 2.00 


1.25 
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since ail of Chexurves appear to be parallel, the factoi; E will be used to ex- 
.trapolate f^om short time period data from sample libraries in the national 11- 
brary-auifvey to estimate the diotribution over -an entire year for these li- 
bfaries. , , • 

Another very in^ortant characteristic of the relationship of the year's 
date- is aiscussed at thiis point. As noted above, the averages for the three 
.curves for the entire year's data rre 2.07 photocopy items per serial for Academic, 
1;66 for Public and 2,02 for Special libraries; It Is noted that the distances 
between these ^three curves are very closely- related to the three averages (f values) 
For example, the relationship of Academic to Public lil?raries is 2.07^ 1.66«1,25. 
The distance between the two curves is found to^ be about a. 31 over the range of. 
the curves. The relationship between, the curves of Special and Public 'libraries 
is 1.22 and rela tionship ot the ^di stance between the two curves is about 1.23. 
Finally, the relationship between the curves of Academic and Special libraries 
i2*i.O^ an& the relationship of the iistance appears tovbe about 1.06. I^t is, 
found that distribution cui?ves from nearly all of the individual .libraries are 
similarly shaped and that the relationship of the f factors and the distance be- 
tveen the curves are all very similar. 

Another important issue is determination of a procedure for estimating 
the distribution of photocopy items summed over all libraries. Again, the MINITEX 
d^ta pro^rLde a good basis'^or making this estimate. In this case only data from 
the entire year are analyzed. Data were tabulated by serial title for 6,345 
. titles found to have at least one photocopy Item over the entire year. A sample 
of 317 of these titles were chosen to form a -basis of the distribution of Photo- 
copy items per title (as well as to provide other analysis). The distribution 
observed for these 317 tit;l^s is given below: 





1 


2 


Ho. of- Photocopy Items 

3 A 5 ' 


6-10 


No* of Serials 
Cum. Pis^pp. ^ 


96 
.303 


A8 ' 
.A5A 


• 26 
.536 


21 , 
.60? 


.6AA 


' 59 
.830 • 




11-20 


21-3d 


3i-A0 


Al-50 


51-100 

• 


>100 ' 


No. of Serials 
Cum. Prop"; 


30 
.92A 


10 
.956 


7 

.978 


3'' 
.987 


3 

.997 


i- 

1.00 
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The cuBulatlve distribution is plotted in, Figure C,l along *with the three types 
of library data fr'om Table C,2. , The avecjige (f), for the number^ of photocjopy 
iteias per -serlalAis 8, 7 over all 132 MINITEX: libraries. It is noted:.that all 
•the curves are all nearly* parallel • Also, the relationship between the three 
indivldua: library curves and the curve of data ^uimaed over libraries is similar. 
TAese relationships are given as follows: * ' ' 



Type of 
Library. 



Public 
'Academic 
^Special 



Year 
fo values 



1.66 
2.07 
2*02 



Total 
f values 



8.7 
8.7 
8.7 



Relationship 



5>2 



Relationship of 

Distance 
-Between Curves 



5.5 
A.O 
A. 5 



These data appear to show that one can project san^le library data to the eatire 
population. if £2 and f3 factors are^known. • It is believed that this relationship 
holds because the number of observations are large enough that .the effect of po- 
tential high clustering within individual libraries is balanced by .the large num- 
ber of photocopy items over the sample* The relationship holds very nicely for 
all libraries that have a large enough number of observations to plot more than 
three points on the curve. The fact that the curves are parallel and definable 
In term^ of the averages (f) makes it possible to provide gross estimates from 
thfe national library sample for individual libraries (hence, the population totals) 
and for sums over libraries. However, to do this one must be able to estimate f 
at various values of number of photocopy ito.ms. or corresponding number of serial 
'titles..' ^ ; • . * ^ 

The MINITEX data also provide a basis for Estimating the relationship 
between number of serial titles (x) and number of phpto^copy items (y). Values, 
of X and y observed '^t illNITEX are plotted in Figure C. 2. Here the onej^eek 
sample data are plotted with circles arobnjj the 'points .and the 'one ySr data are 
plotted without circles. The figure is given on three sheets with values of Jc^ 
ranging from 0 Co 200 pl^oCocopy items, 201 to 2000 photocopy items ^nd*5001 tg 
10,000 photocopy items* A line is drawn on each, sheet to shoV^ the points at ^ 
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which X « y. The observations by definition must lie on or below that line ^ 
since the total number of photocopy items must be greater than the number of ^ 
serial titles (that have at least one photocopy item)* 



It is noted on the graph that there is no discemable difference be- ^ 
tveen the week sample points and the total year points for values below 80 pho- 
tocopy items. 'Perhaps they are a little bit higher* Similarly, there is no 
'real distinctidn among Public, Academic and Special li^aries* Clearly, as the 
nuifljer of ^photocopy items increase (x) the increas^'^n number of serial titles 
(y) dampens and in fact approaches an asym^ote which is the total number of 
serial titles in the population (6,3A^<^ This general form of curve is re- 
ferred to as a modified exp6nentia^ curve expressed as follows: 



(1) y = a + bc^; 

where: y is number of serial titles 

X is number of photocopy items 

a is an asymptote (total serial titles) 

b is a model parameter 

c is a model parameter 



We would like this model to go through the origin since y « O^^rtien x = 0. Here 
we find that: ' 

(2) y = a (Irc'^) 

Through trfal and error we find that a reasonable fit of the data Is 

a = 6,3^5 
c « .999918 

This curve is given in Figure C.2. We find that the model predicts slightly low 
below 100 photocopy items but fits quite well abpve that vaJ.ue. The higher 
values are the ones that are most Important from the standpoint of estimation 
from the national library survey. In other words, we can estimate the values 
^f photocopy items (x) quite well. From these values of x can estimate the 
number of serial titles (y) and, hence, the f-f actor f y). Some examples 
are given below for the riational library survey data. 
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Figure C. 2. a. Number of Photocopy Items (x) Versus Number of Serials fv) 



Th3 example given below is for interlibrary loans for Academic li-. 
brarics only. Figures are .given ror the other three types, of libraries, the 
total across libraries and local users for all types of libraries without 
cq&BAent;) since the r'lults are self-evident after the explanation for one type 
of library is given. , .The distribution of photocopy items and number of serials 
Is shown in Table C.3 below. 



Table C.3 DISTRIBUTION OF inJMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS AKD 
SERIALS FOR ACADEMIC LIBRARY 





Number 

1 • 2 ' 3 . A 


of Photocopy Items 
5 6 7' 8 


9 10 


,Mq* of Serials 


838 77 34 12 


5 11 1 


1 2 


Cijm. Prop, of Serials 


.862 . .941 .976 .989 . 


.994 .995 .9957 .9967 


.9977 .9998 


SOURCE: ^ Klng^ Research, 


• Inc. 


4. 





Tbi , table can be read as follows: 838 serials bad one photocopy Itfssi malde, 
77y- serials had two photocopy items made and so on in thy sampled A(^aemic 11- 
brariesi These data are plotted in Figure C.3. The l|.ne on the figbye can be 
.read as follows: 86 percent of the serial titles had bne photocopy item;' 94 
percent of the serial titles had one or two photocopy, items; 97.6 percent of the 
serial titles had one, two or three photocopy items made and so on. It is 
pointed put that Individual libraries,, in which there were, observations,, had 
vexr^ similar distributions slope of the curve. 

The .average numbef of photocopy items^, (x) in Academic libraries is . 
370 (Table 4.15). If one "applies the equation pa page 7.37 we arrive at an 
^estimate of 190 serials C) that produced the average of 370 photocopy items. 
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"3 T:o 25 315 70 50 50^ TTT 50 W 

Cumulative Proportion of Sevrial Titles" (Z) 
Figure C»3»a Distribution of Photocopy items by Serial 
T"*cle for Academic Librari.28 



Therefore, f Is estimated to be 1.95 (dio f JL90). The extrapolation factor is 
con^iuted as 2.00 (1.95 4- 1/25 x 1.28); where 1.28 is an adjustment factor ob- 
served in the MIHITEX data. Therefore, the distribution of photoc^^^ng in an 
average Academic library is found by extrapolating each point on th^ line i.n 
Figure C.3 by 2.00. This distribution is also drawn on Figure C^3. As a check 
on the validity of this distribution, one can determine the total average num- 
ber of photocopy items by summing the proportion of seriilt^ times number of 
photocopy items. Tb"^s is done below. ' 

r Table C.4- DISTRIBUTION OF NUMBER OF PHOTOCOPY ITEMS BY SERIALS ' 





1 


T 


3 


ljumber of PhcJtocopy Items 
• A 5 6-10 11-20- 21-30, 


31-AO 


Al-50 


Cum. Prop, of Serials 


.72- 


».865 


.921 • 


.950 .965 .9815 .9910 .99^5 ' 


.9995 


.9998 


Prop-, of. Serials (P) 


-.72 


.1A5 


.056 


.029 :015 .0165 .0095 .0075 


.0010" 


.0003 * 


No. of Serials 


.72 


,29 


.168 


.116 .075 .12A , .lAA .IBS 


.035 


.014 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc. 

The average number of photocopy items is estimated to bq 1.87 photocopy items per 

> 

serial per library. This is found by multiplying the number of photocopy items 
times prdporr^ n of ;Berials (last row). 'Summing the last row gives the average. 
Therefore, the total number of photocopy items for all Academic librarieis is es- 
timated to be 1.08 million photocopy items (1.87 x 190 serials x 3,030 libraries). 
This compares closely with 1.01 million photocopy items estimated for Academic 
libraries by straight projection (see Table 4.10)^ It is rioted also that the 
proportion vf photocopy Items made from serials xd.th fewer than six photocopy 
items is found by summing the last row (Serials times Proportion of Serials) from 
6-10 through 41-50 photocopy items and dividing this by 1.87 photocopy items. 
This copies to 0.27 (0.501 t 1.87). Thus, 27 percent of the photocopy items are, 
estimated to be from serials that have more than five photocopy items 'wade. 
Approximately 3.3 percent of the serials have more than five copies made. The 
approach above is that used to estimate distributiors and proportioLt of photocopy 
items (under six copies) in Section A for the libraries' perspective?. 

'The next step is. to estimate the total number of photocopy items. pro- 
duced across all libraries. This informatioi. is of interest^ to publishers and 
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J.8 given In Section 5* These prpiections are noz as analytically firm as with 
the previous' results because do. not have a data base comparable to HINITEX 
to validate resolts. Wei hav6 observed over the 132 MINITEX librarica tliat 6,3AS 
Aerials produced the. distribution- shown in Figure C.l* Thii distribution i? 
paraiiel to the o])servations from the three types of libraries. Alsp, the dis- 
tance ?to the curve seetus £9 be estimated by the ratio, o^ f-values of the did- 
;tribution8» This relatio nship is used to e xtend the data^ even further to all 
libraries in the universe. Here, the equation given before .can not be used to 
estimate nuuoer of serials (y) from number of photocopy items (x) because 'the 
values of y have approached an asymptote (a). Therefore, we have to make some 
judgement concerning the number of serials to estimate (f). Ve have choa^a to , 
use 10,000 titles because that is our best estimate of the current hunber of 
scientific^ and .technical periodicals published in the U.S. (4). Also, we have 
estimated that a very large proportion of the photocopy items involve scicntifi^, 
and technical seriala. 

* There are a.i estimated 1.01 million photocopy itt:::s- made by Academic 
libraries for interllbrary loans. If there are 10,000 serials photocopied, the 
average number pf photocopy items per serial title would be 100 (f). Therefore, 
an extrapolation factor (E)' for the new distribution yould be 51.3 (100 7 1.95). 
,Thia distribution is also plotted in Figur^ u.3. It is noted that the new dis- 
tribation quickly ^goes over the scale provided i6 Figure C.3, Therefore, the 
three distribution curves are also displayed iiv Figure C.3(a). Here we find 
t}iat 52 percent e€ the serials have less photocopy items, 20 percent 

have between 26 and 50 photocopy items; lA pi^rcent have between 51 and 100 pho- 
tocopy items and 14 peccent have over 100 ^notocopy itaAS. This distribution 
gives us the same proportion of serials that will 4iave various leVels of 
photocopying performed on them. With exemptions left out, one can then 
estimate* the respective .proportion of eligible serials that will achieve 
various levels of photocopying. If otie believes that there are more or fewer 
serial witles, the curve can be'tnov^^d up or down correspondingly. ^ 
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